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PREFACE. 


THE Text of this Edition differs in some respects 
from that of the Zurich Editors, from which it has 
in the main been printed. 

1. All conjectural emendations have been ex- 
cluded, except such as appeared to be absolutely 
required for the correction of mere clerical errors: 
and these latter have been enclosed within brackets 
[ ] The Student is thus at once enabled to distin- 
guish between the (sometimes corrupt) reading that 
is found in MSS,, and that which has been created 
by the ingenuity of scholars. 

The guesses even of the highest genius do not pre- 
tend to certainty ; and the admission of conjectural 
readings into the text has this disadvantage, that it 
tends to lull curiosity asleep, and to put an end to 
conjecture. 

Some of the readings which have been thus re- 
moved exist in almost all the editions from Stepha- 
nus downwards. He appears to have received them 
on the authority of Cornarius, who, after long study 
of the ancient medical writers, translated Plato in 
his old age. In the execution of this work (accord- 
ing to his son, who published it at Basle in 1561) he 
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used the three printed editions then extant, and one 
MS. from the Library of Baron Hassenstein. This 
MS. was probably destroyed with the others in the 
same Library before the end of the 16th century. 

Unfortunately, in the Eclogze, or Select Readings, 
which he appended to each quaternion of dialogues, 
Cornarius has not distinguished between the read- 
ings of this MS. and his own conjectures, of which, 
as Fischer says (in an Epistle prefixed to his edition 
of the Eclog:e, Lips. 1771), * magnam attulit multi- 
tudinem. The formula ‘legendum est’ appears to 
serve equally for both. In his remarks on the The- 
zetetus he only once names the MS., and then to 
differ from it: and in this case (irvor\a0@v» p.147) the 
‘Codex Hassenstenius' is in agreement with the 
twenty MSS. which have been collated since. 

The claim of any single reading of Cornarius to 
MS. authority, unless supported by other evidence, 
must be allowed to be very slight indeed. And 
nothing is known of the value of the MS. in ques- 
tion, beyond what may be gathered from the fact 
that it was probably bought, towards the middle of 
the 16th century, for the sum (according to Fischer) 
of 2000 ducats. 

2. Of MS. readings, that of the ‘Codex Clarkianus’ 
in the Bodleian Library has, with rare exceptions, 
been preferred. The value of this MS., which no 
editor except C. F. Hermann has yet sufficiently 
appreciated, is evident from the following facts. ‘It 
was written, (so the last page informs us) ‘by the 
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hand of John,’ (well-named) ‘Calligraphus, for Are- 
thas the Deacon, of Patre,’ in the year 896. It was 
brought from Patmos by Dr. Clarke the traveller, 
from whom it was bought for the Bodleian Library. 
Thus it is not only considerably superior in known 
antiquity to any other MS. containing the Thez- 
tetus, but has probably been preserved from adverse 
influences to which others may have been exposed. 
The two MSS., Vat. A. and Ven. II. (the latter of the 
12th century) are very closely related to the Bod- 
leian (though apparently not copied from it), agree- 
ing as they do with it in its peculiar mistakes, and 
in the lacuna from р. 208, тари иё> o», to p. 210, do- 
ËdÇouev, inclusive. The errors of the Bodleian MS. 
(which probably did not originate with John Calli- 
graphus) are of a very simple kind, consisting chiefly 
either of the repetition of a syllable or initial con- 
sonant by a sort of memory of the eye, or the sub- 
stitution of a word apparently from conjecture, or 
the introduction of a gloss into the text. Here and 
there a word is dropped or misplaced (though this 
is less common than in other MSS.) or the accentu- 
ation is at fault, or o and w, e and у, : and є are con- 
founded. In one or two instances a marginal read- 
ing in the ancient hand seems to indicate that the 
scribe had several texts amongst which to choose. 
The notes contain a few readings of this MS. 
not mentioned by Gaisford. These are due to a 
collation made in the year 1856, and have since 
been verified with the kind assistance of some 
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friends. Where the readings of all the MSS. ap- 
peared corrupt, that of the Bodleian MS. has been 
printed between obeli, ++. 

For a full account of the various readings, the 
student is referred to the notes of Bekker and Stall- 
baum, and to Gaisford's Lectiones Platonicze. 

The present editor is under obligations to Hein- 
dorf, Stallbaum, Ast, Deycks, Socher, Zeller, Munk, 
Lassalle, and other scholars and writers, of whose 
labours he would have availed himself more largely 
had circumstances permitted. He has not been 
contented, however, until the data acquired seemed 
enough to justify him in forming his own opinion 
on each point. 

For valuable information concerning the MSS. of 
Plato, he begs to express his acknowledgments to 
the Rev. Н.О. Coxe, Bodley’s Librarian, Oxford. His 
thanks are also due to the Rev. Dr. Dadham, for 
having pointed out several difficulties in the text. 
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GREEK philosophy had passed through several phases before 
Plato wrote. The reflective and creative impulse, which had long 
striven with forms of the imagination, experiences of history, 
and impressions of Nature, and to which Socrates had added 
the enérgy of moral life, found its crowning form and develop- 
ment in his mind ; while different tendencies of thought, which 
had till then seemed independent of each other, became woven 
by him into a kind of unity. This is not, however, the unity 
of a plan, foreseen by the author himself: or of a system, into 
which earlier ideas are moulded; nor even such perfect unity 
of treatment as would result if previous conceptions were seen 
and handled from an unaltering point of view: it is rather 
the common impress given by a growing mind to the various 
surrounding aspects of inquiry which it has made its own. 
The philosophy of Plato is one long dialogue, in which Socra- 
tes (its moving centre) becomes the pupil of each school, and 
teaches where he seems to learn.  Protagorean scepticism, 
Eleatic transcendentalism, the mysticism of the Pythagoreans, 
the rhetorie of Lysias, are alike penetrated and weighed by 
the same searching spirit, which enters every labyrinth with- 
out losing itself in any. 

In the Theætetus some earlier and some contemporary theo- 
ries are made to converge upon the question, What is Know- 
ledge? The method followed in it, and some of the leading 
thoughts, are akin to the earlier Megarian philosophy ; while 
in itself the dialogue may be considered as а gradual advance 
from the consciousness of partieular and relative impressions 
towards the contemplation of the universal and absolute Idea. 
This progress here takes the subjective form of an attempt to 
define knowledge; and in the course of it sensation and opin- 
ion are analysed, and shewn to be wholly indeterminate. 

The antithesis between sense and knowledge, opinion and 


certainty, appearance and truth, the relative and the absolute, 
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has never ceased to exercise the human mind since the dawn 
of reflection. To Plato, and still more to those who preceded 
him, the antithesis and the problem which it involves were 
new. The mind of an educated Athenian in the time of Socra- 
tes was subtle, imaginative, comprehensive, in all practical and 
artistic matters fully awake, curious and ready for inquiry, 
but little familiar with the study of abstract ideas. The 
youth, who in this dialogue is presented to us as an embodi- 
ment of the philosophic nature, childishly attempts to define 
knowledge by an enumeration of the arts and sciences. Yet 
he proves capable of following the most sustained philosophical 
argument. So from crude beginnings the Greek mind was led 
onwards to discover for itself, by the light of its own young 
but noble intelligence, thoughts which its experience had not 
anticipated. 

The endeavour to trace the origin of these thoughts, which 
have been so fruitful since, resembles the investigation of the 
sources of mythology. As the Homeric poems present a cycle 
of mythological ideas, the analysis of which, by the help of 
known analogies, reveals the dim features of an earlier and 
simpler cycle, so in the writings of Plato there are left many 
traces of earlier philosophies, by comparing which with their 
genuine extant fragments, and with the testimonies of later 
writers, some light is thrown, perhaps on those earlier philo- 
sophies themselves, certainly on the intellectual atmosphere in 
which Plato lived. The same inquiry brings out and illustrates 
his position in regard to contemporary opinion. 

In the following Essay it is proposed in the first place to 
view some of these historical elements in connexion with the 
Thestetus, and to examine what indications this dialogue itself 
affords of its relation to them. 

The answer to this question will be found useful in consider- 
ing further, (1) the general scope and purpose of the dialogue, 
(2) its genuineness (if necessary), (3) its position amongst the 
other dialogues of Plato, (4) its supposed occasion, and the date 
of its composition ; (5) its relation to Aristotle, and (6) to philo- 
sophy in general. 

$ 1. Contemporary opinions. 

Although the chief names mentioned in the Thestetus are 
older than Socrates, and “ the problem has come down to us 
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from ancient times,” a careful reader is soon led to suspect 
that the dialogue contains allusions to living men. The * dis- 
ciples’ of Protagoras, and the ‘friends’ of Heraclitus, evidently 
play an important part in it: whilst there are others, the 
‘hard, repellent,’ ‘illiterate’ persons, who are expressly for- 
bidden to have any share in the discussion. These and the 
like touches, which may be paralleled from other dialogues, 
naturally provoke inquiry. 

Before entering upon this, it may be noticed generally, that 
there is a peculiarity in Plato’s manner of alluding to the 
thinkers of his own time. He speaks not of definite schools, 
but of ‘a certain theory, or of ‘certain men.’ We do not 
read of the friends of Antisthenes, or the disciples of Aristippus, 
or of Euclides and his band (oi dup! EvxAeldnv), but * I have met 
many such men,’ ‘there are numbers who keep saying this,’ 
or more familiarly, * there are certain refined persons, to whom 
we must shew courtesy. Allowance must no doubt be made 
for the natural reticence of Plato, and for the irony of the 
philosopher, who ‘knows nothing of his neighbour. But it is 
also reasonable to infer that the schools which claimed affinity 
with Socrates were only in process of formation, and that their 
boundaries were not yet well defined. The above remark does 
not apply to schools already formed, nor to persons contem- 
porary with Socrates himself.—It is from later writers and 
not from Plato, that we learn which of the other philosophers 
then living exercised an influence that could survive their age. 
The chief amongst them in relation to the present subject 
were three friends ог at least companions of Socrates, —Eu- 
clides, Aristippus, and Antisthenes. 

I. Euclides of Megara, Plato's contemporary and fellow- Euclides, 
disciple, seems in his method to have combined the negative 
dialectic of the Eleaties with the cross-questioning and with 
the ethical definitions of Socrates. The dialogue, written and 
spoken, seems to have assumed with him something of а con- 
troversial form. His épwrix] must have been more earnest 
and philosophical than the vulgar дртіЛоугкт so often ridiculed 
by Plato; but it was subject in a less degree to the same de- 
fects. We are told further, that he used to attack the con- 
clusion and not the premises of an opponent. — One other 
fragment of his logic remains. He is said to have objected to 
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definition by comparison, because if things are unlike, they 
should not be compared; and if like, it is better to deal with 
the thing itself than its resemblances®. 

The centre of his positive teaching was the Good, which he 
said was one, called by many names, as Wisdom, God, Intelli- 
gence; and to what was opposed to this he denied existence. 
Here also the teaching of Socrates is engrafted on that of 
Parmenides and Zeno. The One Being, which is above growth 
and decay, is to be sought for, not in the universe, but in wis- 
dom, the mind, and virtue. The non-existent is that which is 
opposite to, or other than the Good. 

His theory of knowledge was probably less absolute than 
that of Parmenides, denying reality to the impressions of 
sense, but relying upon a sort of dialectic and upon certain 
ideas or forms, amongst which some diversity was allowed, so 
far at least as they entered into human language. 

It is not easy to determine to what extent the teaching of 
Euclides ‘contained the germs of the sophisms of Eubulides, or 
of the paradoxes of Diodorus and Stilpo. If it had such a 
tendency, he must have approached Antisthenes more nearly 
than would otherwise appear. It seems not unreasonable, 
however, to suppose that Eubulides may have introduced a 
new element into the Megarian school. At all events he 
gave a new and not altogether wholesome impulse to its para- 
doxical side. 

The following are the chief points in which the Theretetus 
affords indieations of its connexion with the school of Megara. 

‚1. Its controversial tone. 

Socrates more than once expresses the consciousness of such 
а tendency. We start indeed with the virtuous determination 
to conduct the argument, not as professors of word-fencing, 
but as lovers of knowledge, and yet presently we find ourselves 
in danger of being on a par with “ those skilful men."^ Pro- 
tagoras is imagined as reiterating this reproach, and confirming 
it by the reflection, which is dwelt upon also in the Phedo, 
that controversy leads to the hatred of inquiry. We are more- 


* Cf. Plat. Rep. p. 476: Tb óvepór- Eth. N. VI. 3 ёкрВолоуєсда, xal yh 
теу dpa ob тё8є doriv, édy т? èv бтуф Tis — axoAovOeiv rais duoidrnoww. 
ddp тє ёуртуорёѕ Tò Üpoidv тр uh Bpoiov, b Theat. p. 164. 
ЙАА abro уйти elvai ф okey, Ar. 
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over oppressed throughout the discussion with the fear of an 
imaginary adversary, skilled at the same sophistical weapons. 
And on reflecting, at each stage of the argument, what it is 
that has ruled throughout, and that remains triumphant, we 
are compelled to answer ‘a negative dialectic.’ The first im- 
pression of the youth, the maxims of the old philosophers, even 
our second thoughts and the strained effort of the imagination 
to substantiate them, are raised, only to be parted from the 
sphere of knowledge by this sharp weapon; which in another 
aspect is the liberating though still dividing instrument of the 
man-midwife Socrates. In this sense the Theztetus may fairly 
be regarded as an “eristic” or Megarian dialogue ; since, al- 
though it is no mere sophistical sham-fight, it is characterized 
by the predominance of that dialectical exercise which consists 
in refuting theories. This is noticed by Plato himself in the 
passages just referred to, and is implied in the image of pacev- 
тік. 

And the form of refutation used corresponds to that which is 
described as characteristic of Euclides. In each case the proof 
is not impugned, but the thing proved is laid hold of and anni- 
hilated. Man is not the measure, for if so, then why not every 
other creature endowed with sense? Motion cannot be the sole 
principle, for if so, language would be impossible. Protagoras 
is made to object to this mode of treatment. Socrates imagines 
him challenging them to disprove his premiss, and complaining 
that they use only negative proof. 

2. Besides this correspondence of method, there are also 
some coincidences of idea. 

a. The turning point of the whole dialogue, the fulerum, by 
means of which the mind is finally lifted out of the region of 
sense, is the mention of the good, expedient, just and honour- 
able, which Thetetus had at first unwarily included amongst 
the things which are not, but become. The knowledge of 
what is good cannot be resolved into sensation, nor into those 
motions on which the doctrine of sense was founded, because 
it regards the future. 

This thought is also the occasion of the eloquent digression, 
in which a just and holy life accompanied with wisdom (merà 
povncews) is set forth as the way from Earth to Heaven. And 
the form in which this idea of good occurs, is not transcen- 
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dent, as in the Republics, nor, as in the Philebus, arrived at 
by a process of reasoning upon the combination of finite and 
infinite in the world. 16 is more simple and Socratic than in 
either of these. And while it is conceived of as one, Socrates 
is not afraid of varying the name, (áya6óv, калбу, &péAipor, 8(- 
коор, oov, фрбитс:ѕ.) 

B. In its general aspect the Theætetus affords only a par- 
tial escape from the relative world of sense and opinion towards 
absolute being, terminating with the conception of Aóyos as 
definition by the distinctive difference. Where it may be no- 
ticed by the way, that the stress laid upon the perception of 
individual peculiarities (zpiv ў cysdrns arn тёр GAA@v omorjrev 
——bidpopdv Ti pvnetov——xara6nrat) is parallel to the saying 
of Euclides, that comparison does not convey knowledge. 

This intermediate character of the Theztetus is indicated by 
Plato's own remark, that we are wavering between two factions, 
not siding wholly with either. This position is still in harmony 
with the philosophy of Euclides, who made some attempt to 
hold unity and diversity in solution together, and who rested 
ultimately on some form of reasoning (Aóyos). It may be 
added, that the two conceptions with which the dialogue closes, 
of the separation of a whole into its elementary parts, and of 
the power of distinguishing the thing in question from all 
others, belong to the tendency combated in the Sophista, but 
more or less embodied in the Theætetus, to acquiesce in differ- 
ence, falling short of the highest unity. 

y. It will appear in the sequel, that the difficulty about 
false opinion, which fills such an important place in the inquiry, 
and the distinction between the émornrd and áAoya (p. 201), 
which occasions the last answer of Thestetus, can be referred 
with greater probability to the Megarians than to Antisthenes. 

3. In one or two points we are reminded of the later Mega- 
rian subtilties, and are led to suspect that they may have ‘had 
their counterpart in the school of Euclides. 

The humorous account of the man, from whom there is no 
escape, who shuts your eye, and asks if you see his cloak witli 
itd, may be compared with the éyxexaAvupévos of Eubulides. 
And when we are asked whether any one ever said to himself, 


€ p. 509. ойк obcías Óvros той dya- — aBeíq ка} диуйде: Umepéxovros. 
бо, GAA’ ёт: émáékewa тўз ovcias mpe- d p. 165. 
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TÒ črepov črepov elvar®, we may find a later parallel in the 
paradox of Stilpo, črepov érépov u?) катуорєсда. Such casual 
hints confirm the suspicion that the tendency already existed at 
Megara, though in a milder form than afterwards, *to part 
everything from everything, rò way dnd mavrós йатох®р{ еш. 
A more pleasing instance of the same analytical bias appears 
in the three $ácparaf or axioms of the mind, by which it 
suffers itself to be bound; or in the repeated difficulty, "Ap 
olóv тє róv «бта uù eldévar, which in fact underlies many 
of the later paradoxes. 

The story that Plato and the other philosophers took refuge 
with Euclides at Megara, although hardly sufficient, ground to 
build upon, is interesting as illustrating the friendship which 
clearly existed between Plato and Euclides. 

If we add to these coincidences the fact that Plato represents 
this dialogue as having been preserved by Euclides, and asked 
for by Terpsion, (the Megarians who were present at the death 
of Socrates,) and that it is read in the house of the former, we 
have enumerated the chief points at which the dialogue seems 
to touch upon Megara. 

Perhaps there is no more satisfactory account to be given of 
variations and inconsistencies in Plato, than that in different 
dialogues he is consciously approaching and examining different 
contemporary theories, adopting their tone, putting on their 
dress, as it were proving their armour, not without a latent 
confidence in the unaided strength of Mind. 

This philosophical side of the dramatic genius of Plato is as 
real and more important than the poetical. The dialogue is 
not only a convenient artistic form for bringing out the different 
aspects of a question; Plato is himself continually holding con- 
verse with some one: and dramatic propriety is preserved not 
only in minute points, but in the tone pervading whole dia- 
logues. Those in which an Eleatic stranger is the chief spokes- 
man may still be Plato's, although they seem pervaded by an 
almost pedantic consciousness of method not found in others: a 
similar remark applies to the Parmenides: and even amongst 
those in which Socrates holds the first place а marked differ- 
ence is perceivable; which may be accounted for by saying, 
(1) that Socrates is not Socrates, but Plato becoming all things 


* p.190 í p. 155. 
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to all philosophies: (2) that Socrates is not altogether Plato, but 
a part-representation, part-creation of Plato’s, which he contem- 
plates and converses with, and even criticises: (3) that Socrates 
himself has different faces, reflected partially in his different 
followers, the most characteristic of which, the negative ‘ elen- 
chus, was reflected in Euclides of Megara. 

II. We scarcely need the testimony of later writers to the fact 
that Euclides and Aristippus were opposed. It is sufficiently ob- 
vious from the statements of their doctrine which remain. They 
were natural enemies on the metaphysical side, as the Cyrenaic 
and Cynic were on the ethical. Aristippus is mentioned by name 
only once in Plato. In the Phædo it is emphatically remarked 
that he was not present at the death of Socrates. If we con- 
nect this with the strong language in which the position that 
pleasure is the chief good (which Aristippus held), is met in 
the Republic [p. 509. o? yàp ðńnov ot ye jboviv айтд Aéyes. 
Eine, iv è êyé], it is natural to infer that he was regarded 
by Plato with little sympathy, and that he was probably one of 
ihose who left Socrates too early, and gave themselves the 
credit of their discoveries. The tone of Xenophon's repre- 
sentation conveys a similar impression. Attending like So- 
erates to the theory of human life, of knowledge and of the 
chief good, he seems to have been enabled by the impulse of 
Socratic inquiry to give a philosophical form to the popular 
doctrine, to which his easy temper and indolent life inclined 
him, that the Good is nothing else but pleasure. With this he 
consistently enough combined the sceptical assertion, The im- 
pression of the moment is the only Knowledge. He pro- 
bably supported both these principles with certain physical 
and logical theories: adding that nothing was by nature just, 
but by custom and usage, and that the same word used by 
different men represents a different idea. 

Whether his doctrine had fully developed itself into the dis- 
tinct form which is given in the Theætetus to the hypothesis, 
Sense is Knowledge, it is impossible to say. That he is point-, 
edly alluded to amongst the ‘disciples of Protagoras,’ if not 
as their chief; there seems little doubt, from what is recorded 
of his opinions. А comparison of the following extracts 
tends to establish this: although it must be remembered that 
the discussion of these questions by Plato and Aristotle may be 
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supposed in some degree to modify the statements of later 


writers : 

Diog. І. П. 86. Avd пабу tiġi- 
стауто, móvov xai доу" Tv pêv 
Aetay kimo ту Hdovnv, rov 8 ré- 
vov траҳєіа» ktvngw. 

Aristocles. ap. Euseb. Pr. Ev. 
XIV. 18. Tpeis yàp ёфт xaracrá- 
ges elvat karû riv juerépav avyxpa- 
ош” piav pêv каб fv dXyoUpev, dot- 
kviav тф ката ÓáAagcav дефи, 
érépav 8, каб ñv 1дбреба, тф Mely 
курат: dpopowvipevor’ elvat yàp Aeíav 
кіс» Tijv доить, otpío mapaSad- 
Aopévny dvéuq’ тї» Sê rpirny peony 
«уи катастасі каб jy ore ddyod- 
pev ore ўдбреба, уаћ№ур тарат\т- 
ciay obcav. 

Sext. Emp. adv. Math. УП. 
I91. 
тра «ри ta пабу Kat póva xara- 
AapBdverOa ka. aduaevora rvyxá- 
vew, Tov дё merouykórov rà таб pn- 
Bev elyav. xaradnmrov pydé ddidyev- 
стор, бт pêv yàp №єокашбџеба, фасі, 
kai yAvka(épueda, duvardv héyew adia- 
Vreboros kal dve£eAéykros" бті 8 тд 


Фасі» оф» of Kupnvaixol xpi- 


ёрлтоштікду тоў máÜDovs Aevkóv eorw 
ў yuk srw, ody olóv т drodai- 
veo Oat. 


192. кабай yap ó pêv oxorwbels 
kal ikrepiàv. Sypavrixas ітд mávrov 
кита, б дё 6фбаХх\шФь» épvbaivera, 
ó 8€ mapamécas tiv ёфдаћиду ws 
ото дио» квіти £, б Sê peunvads 


£ This argument is met by Aristo- 
tle, when he is discussing the theories 


Plat. Theæt. p. 152. ёк д 5j 
форӣѕ kai kivijmeos kal kpámeos трд 
p. 153- 


y. > 2 2 ` 
Ert ойу cot Aéyo vyvepias тє Kal ya- 


Ama yiyvera návra. 


Anvas каї бта тоаўта rı ai pév hov- 
xia оттоџс: xai drodAvac, та 8 
ётера ow et. 

See also Phileb. p. 42. pì ke- 
vovuévov той сфратоѕ ёф? éxdrepa— 
obr' д» hov) yiyvow' ûy or’ dy ris 


, 


Avr. 


Plato Theæt. p. 152. Ato6nots 
dpa той бутоѕ del ёст: xai. aypevdés, 
és emornpn oboa. 157. TÒ тоо» 
elvai ті kal rò rác xov ad [r&v] ёт\ évòs 
vorca, ds фаси, ox elva rayins. 
— ёй» ri тє ornon TH Ауф, ebeXey- 
kros 6 тойто тоу. 154. ô 8) 


xaħeis xpüpa Aevkóv к.т.А. I56. 
Aevkórgros теретћоёр. 159. Orav 
8) olvov mivo bytaivov к.т.А.. 167. 


ore yàp тй ui) дута доуатду Bogdoa 
ore Ла тар å dy татуу' taŭra 
& dei d\n. 
rûv TÒ Kpirnpioy év айтф, ola máoxe 


178. буш» yap aù- 


тоайта olópevos, 4\69 re olerat arf 
kal бута. 

р. 157. Aelwera дё évurviov тє 
Tép kal vócav, тфу тє dÀÀow Kai 
pavias, бта re mapaxovew ў mapopay 
ў т. Gro mapacOdverOa Aéyerai, 
158. 8oxei—zodrAod Set rà $awó- 


of Heraclitus and Protagoras, Met. 
K. 6. 1063 a: oly yàp Suapépe тойт” 


с 
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содй dpa tas OnBas kai диттбу 
Qavrá(erai тд» Мо», ётї парто» dê 
Tovro» TÒ pêv Ore тбде Tt пасҳоосі, 
olov óxpaivovra: ђ épvOaivovra: f) 8vá- 
(орта, ddnbés, тд дё ri óxpóv ёст: 
TÒ kivoüy aùroùs ў évepevbes f) BurAoUv 
Yeddos elya vevópsarrat, обто xai pâs 
€UAoyóraróv ёсті mÀéov rûv olkeiov 
mabav pndev XauBávew BjvacÓa:. 
195. Ф›бє» ob8€ kpirfjpióv. фаст el- 
vat kowóv dvÓpórrav, дубрата дё Kowa 
тібєсдш rois kpipagcw, 196. Mev- 
ҝӧ» pé» ydp rı kal yÀukÜ kaAoUci 
кошӧѕ Tyres, коду 8 rı AevKdy ў 
ућок) ойк Exovew’ ёкастоѕ yap той 
lov тадооѕ dvriXauBáverat. 

Diog. L. П. 87. аа pay ode 
xarà рур» rûv dyabay ў mpoodo- 
кїа> ]доуђу фаст drore\eîodat, бтєр 
fpeoxev Emixovpp, éxrAverOar yap тф 
xpóvo тӧ тїз Yuxîs xivnpa. 

Diog. L. П. 88. uz&év re elva 
ioe фїкшо> ў Kaddv f) alcxpóv, 
dÀÀà vóu kal ёде, 
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peva éxdorp ravra kai elvan Аа 
тау robvayríov oùðèv v paiverat el- 
va. 156. де 8€ xai xarà pépos 
ойто Aéyew Kal тєрї mov aOpor- 
obévrwr, à 8) адроісрат: dvÜpamóv 
тє ridevras kal AlBov kai каб ёкатто>» 
(dv re xai eos. 154. ri дё; йХАф 
дудрфтф йр porov kai сої paiverat 


Órtobv ; 


Theat. p. 166. айтіка yàp doxeis 
тий cot ~vyxwpnoecOas этиу map- 
€iva( то фу» ётабє rowirdy ті obrav 
nabos, olov dre êracxe, икётї má- 
сҳоуті; moddod ye дєі. 

Theæt. 172. cada pêy xai ala xpà 


kal дікаа K.T. À. 


The apparent force of the above parallel must be slightly 


qualified by two observations. 
about the senses is ascribed to Democritus. 


1. Very similar language 
Some of the 


expressions and illustrations, as well as the argument itself 
in different aspects, are thus proved to have had a wider 
currency. 2. In the early part of the Theztetus, motion is 
said to be good, and rest evil. In the Cyrenaic theory, and 
in the Philebus, three states are spoken of, smooth motion, 
which is pleasure, rough motion, which is pain, and the ab- 
sence of both, which is a state of indifference, * like the sea 
in a calm.” 

But while these considerations should be allowed their full 
weight, it must be remembered that Aristippus and those 


d£iobv ђ rà puvópeva тоз brò тђу булу 
broBáAXova: тду DáxrvAov каї тообу 
ёк той vòs $aírve«cÓa, Béo, bvo т elvai 


3d тд $aívecÓa. тосадта xal mái фу. 


то yàp pù woot ri булу tv paivera 
тд ё. 
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who thought with him did resolve knowledge into shifting 
impressions of a changing world. And here the parallel of 
the Philebus affords a strong confirmation of the hypothesis 
we are considering. Nothing was more natural than that 
the boy Thestetus should attribute certainty to momentary 
impressions, and that the boy Philebus should petulantly 
assert that pleasure is the only good. Each in doing so 
presents a different aspect of a necessary phase of mind. 
But when they both (or rather Socrates for them) attempt 
to strengthen their theory by a peculiar doctrine of motion, 
which, however popular, must have had limits to its reception, 
it becomes highly probable that the two speakers drew some 
of their inspiration from a third, who is found to have upheld 
both pleasure and sensation, and to have supported them with 
this same doctrine of motion. 

There remains therefore some ground for the hypothesis 
that, in the earlier part of this dialogue, Plato has these 
Pseudo-Socratics in his eye, together possibly with others. 
Whether Aristippus was really, or only by implication, a 
‘disciple of Protagoras, and whether or not he consciously 
based his doctrine on the Heraclitean theory of the Universe, 
are questions which it is perhaps wisest to leave undecided. 

III. More features of the personal character of Antisthenes 
are preserved than of Euclides and Aristippus, but fewer of 
his philosophy. From the way in which the grave Xenophon 
treats him, and from the calm epithets of Aristotle, he seems 
to have been the butt of the Socratic school, a sort of mixture 
of Ajax and Thersites. He regarded Socrates with a rude 
half-appreciating fondness, which was reciprocated with good- 
humoured pleasantry. But he boasted justly enough of a 
certain strength of character, which was in fact the piece of 
Socrates that was continued in him. He is praised for his 
pure and nervous Attic style, of which we have a specimen, 
probably genuine, in a rhetorical contest between Ajax and 
Ulysses. His genius, however, seems to have been opposed 
to abstract speculation. Hence he followed rather the form 
than the spirit of the Socratic teaching, both on human life 
and on the significance of terms. His views on the latter sub- 
ject were probably influenced also by his previous intercourse 
with Gorgias. 

ез 
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There are, as might have been expected, several points of 
outward coincidence between his teaching and that of Euclides 
on the ethical side. They agree that virtue is one, that wisdom 
(ġpóvno:s) is the chief good, and so on. 

But the dialectic of Antisthenes seems to have been at once 
more rhetorical and more sceptical: approaching much more 
nearly to the later Megarian subtleties, with which it finally 
coalesced in the teaching of the Stoics. He has been called a 
materialist, and no doubt the term applies to him so far as he 
denied ideas, but his scepticism had nothing to do with physical 
inquiries, which he abjured. It was a part practical, part logical 
nominalism. “ І see a horse, equine properties I cannot вее.” 
—“ There is only one term applicable to one thingh." Hence 
controversy is impossible, and every assertion equally true. 
Definition is only a complex termi, and accordingly no single 
thing can be defined, except in the imperfect way of comparison. 
You cannot say what a thing is, except by naming it, but only 
what it is like. Connected in some way with this theory was 
the saying, in which he agrees with Prodicus, that the first 
principle of Education is the study of names. He was thus 
related to Aristippus in philosophy as much as Gorgias had 
been to Protagoras: denying the absolute, while the other 
asserted the relative, or rather contending that nothing existed 
absolutely but facts and individual things. 

т. It has been thought that the Tnyeveîs of the Sophista 
(р. 246 sqq.), who are manifestly identical with the ‘ hard and 
repellent’ persons shut out from discussion in the Thestetus, 
are meant to include Antisthenes as their chief. More than 
one critic has even fancied that an allusion to his name lurked 
in the epithet åvrırónrovs. But (1) the abnegation of physical 
studies by the Cynies is inconsistent with this. The picture 
drawn in the Sophista especially contains several features 
(amongst which we may notice the repeated mention of body as 


h See Isocrates ‘EAévys ёукфшо> ad 
init. xatayeynpdxacw of uty ob pdoxor- 
res oldy т’ elvai yev Aévyeiw, 0086 àrri- 
Aéyeiw, ob5t 800 Adyw тері Tay айт@у 
mwpayudrwy йутелеєї, of 86 Ф.е битеу ds 
àvõpla xal софіа каї ёктшотйут) тайтбу 
dott, kal pice uiv obdty arav Cxouev 
pia NW ётотђит xaf &w-drrww early. 


Socrates seems to be alluded to in 
the latter part of this. In the former 
part Protagoras and Antisthenes seem 
to be opposed. 

i uaxpbs Aóyos. In which there is 
probably the same derisive force as in 
Xıuwvlñov paxpds Adyos, rar итдё» буз 
Aeywow, Ar, Met. N. 3 
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something to be touched and handled, and the conception of 
bívajus to which Plato drives them) which seem to indicate 
rather a physical than a logical materialism. The question 
thus raised will be discussed presently. (2) It is a fair infer- 
ence from the tone of the passage in the Theætetus, that the 
‘disciples of Protagoras’ would affect contempt and abhor- 
rence of the ‘uninitiated’ persons in question. At all events 
there is a marked opposition drawn between the refined sensa- 
tionalism of the one and the hard materialism of the other. But 
frequently (as in the Euthydemus) the saying of Antisthenes, 
ойк elvat dvrivéyew, is represented as hardly distinguishable 
from the theory of Protagoras. 

The hypothesis, therefore, at least of an exclusive allusion 
to Antisthenes here, is not altogether satisfactory k. 

2. When the disciples of Protagoras and the Heracliteans 
are reduced to absurdity by the negative dialectic of the Mega- 
rian Socrates, the position to which they are driven is very 
much that of Antisthenes, that argument ijs absurd, and no 
assertion can be considered false. (pp. 161.183.) 

3. This difficulty emerges afterwards in a more formidable 
shape in the question, Is false opinion possible? The statement 
that it is impossible to speak falsely, which Aristotle attributes 
to Antisthenes, by inference from his saying that controversy 
was absurd, appears to have been very commonly put forward 
(Cratyl. 429). The deeper inquiry, whether it is possible to 
think falsely, is seriously raised by Plato as a necessary step 
towards the true conception of Knowledge. It is shown to be 
impossible to distinguish truth from falsehood in opinion without 
the measure afforded by a higher light, viz. Knowledge of true 
ideas. The difficulty thus raised was certainly felt by others 
than Antisthenes, and probably by the Megarians, who perhaps 
disposed of it, as Plato does, to the disadvantage of Opinion in 
comparison with Knowledge. The arguments and images by 
which the discussion is conducted are certainly not borrowed 
from Antisthenes, and are probably Plato's own. The only 
argument that forcibly recals what we know of Antisthenes 

* For a different view, see a paper of Plato. — Cambridge Philosophical 


by Professor Thomson of Cambridge Transactions, Vol. X. Part I. 
on the genuineness of the Sophista 


ххїї 


INTRODUCTION. 


is that which proves that right opinion is not knowledge. 


Compare 

Antisthen. Aj. ad init. : 'Egov- 
Абил» д» rovs avrovs pîv Dwd(ew 
ойтєр kal éy rois mpdypact тарђса»' 
ola yàp dri due рё» Wee сиот», 
тойтф & д» oùðèv fv mAéov Myovri 
viv дё of pêv mapayevópevoi abrois 
rois épyos meii, Üpeis 86 of ovder 
«lBóres. Ouxá(ere. kairo mola tis dy 
Bí бкаттф› pi elüórov yévorro, 
xdi тайта dia Aóyav; тд 8 прауџа 
éylvero &pyo. 


With 

Theret. p. 201: 0 ob ote Sevois 
twas ойто didacnddous elva Sore 
ols р) mapeyévovró tives árrocrepov- 
pévoıs хрїната ў ti Ло Bia(opévoss, 
rovras Suvacba mpós Vdwp сшкрду 
Obata ixavós rûv yevopévov тту 
aAnOevav;——Ovxovy Grav mechs 
Üuagral тєрї Фу lBóvri póvov ётт» 
elüévai, Dros 82 ип, ravra тбтє 
акоў xplvovres, ddnO7 8ó£av XaBóvres, 
dvev éemornuns &kpwav; —— 


And here, even if the argument, was suggested by Antisthenes, 
(though it may have originated with Socrates), the application 
is certainly Plato's. 

4. It has been commonly supposed of late that the passage 
which follows the above (p. 201), in which it is said that know- 
ledge is true opinion with definition (erà Adyov), and that the 
elements of things are known only in their combinations, con- 
tains a direct allusion to Antisthenes. The passage of Aristotle, 
which is quoted in support of this, is certainly a very apposite 
illustration of Plato's meaning. 

Metaph. II. 3. 1043. b. “Оп inquiry then it does not ap- 
pear that the complex (7 avAAaf7) consists of the elements 
(ёк rûv arotxeíov) and their combination, nor is a house merely 
a combination of bricks. And this is right; for combination 
and mixture do not result from the things combined and mixed. 
And the like holds in the case of other processes; e.g. if {һе 
threshold is so by position, the position does not result from it, 
but rather it from the position. Accordingly, man does not 
consist of animal and biped, but, seeing these are the material 
part, there is required something over and above them ; and 
that neither an element, nor resulting from elements, but the 
essential part (7 ovefa), leaving which out of view, they (De- 
mocritus and other physicists, see c. 2.) comprise in their defi- 
nition the material only. Now seeing that this (the essential 
part) is that which gives being and substance, this must be 
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meant by those who speak of absolute substance. Now this 
must be either eternal, or perishable without perishing, and 
ereated without creation. But it has been proved and ex- 
pounded elsewhere, that the Form is not made nor generated 
by any, but the concrete thing is made, and that which is 
generated results from particular elements, (yfyverat 2 тд ёк 
тоўтор.) Now whether the essential part in things perishable 
has a separate existence, is not clear as yet, except that it can- 
not be so in some cases, in which there is no universal, as in a 
house or an implement. Perhaps indeed weshould not even give 
the name of substances to these, nor to any other (of things 
perishable) that is not constituted by Nature: for in things pe- 
rishable Nature alone can be conceived of as the essential part. 
And hence the doubt raised by the followers of Antisthenes 
and other narrow minds (dra(Sevror) (that the nature of a thing 
cannot be defined, for definition is a roundabout expression 
(накрдѕ Adyos), but it is possible to indicate by definition what a 
thing is like, e. g. Silver may be defined not in its own nature, 
but as being like tin)—is not wholly irrelevant, but may be 
applied so far as this: That of one kind of substance, viz. that 
which is composite, (i.e. of matter and form), whether sensible 
or intelligible, definition is possible: but not of its prime con- 
stituent parts: since definition is a species of predication, and 
this requires the presence both of matter and form.” 

The paradox referred to is attributed, not to Antisthenes, 
but to his followers, who may have extended or modified his 
opinion. How much is attributed to them? This will be best 
seen by examining the context. Aristotle is speaking of sen- 
sible substance (alc6nr} ойс(а), which he has shown to be 
threefold, viz. matter (A5), form (elos), and their combination 
(cbvGeros ойсіа). Having determined this, he proceeds in his 
usual manner to the solution of difficulties. It is clear, for in- 
stance, how to settle the question whether the complex whole 
(ù ovAAaBy) is the same with its elements (rûv orouxeiuv) or 
different from them. The elements are only the material part, 
and no agglomeration of them can create the form. It is this 
which makes them one. It is clear also, how much ground 
there is for the difficulty raised by some narrow minds, that 
real definition is impossible, because definition is only a rigma- 
role expression for the name. (Aristotle seems to be reminded 
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of this by the mention of certain things which are not really 
substances.) As Definition implies przdication, every thing, 
whether sensible or intelligible, may be defined, in which there 
is matter and form. But mere matter (e. g. the crotxeia 
mentioned above) and simple form (e. g. xaumvAdrns, cf. Met. 
Z. 12. 1037 b. 1.)! cannot be defined.— Few will doubt that 
the last sentence, which argues from the nature of predication 
and from matter and form, contains Aristotle's own opinion. 
If so, it means that whereas the followers of Antisthenes, im- 
proving upon their fnaster's saying, that nothing could be ex- 
pressed but in one way, said that nothing could be defined, or 
rather that all definitions were merely nominal, Aristotle 
thinks that most things can be defined, but some cannot, 
namely, elements and the most abstract forms. That the 
Antistheneans are not quoted throughout is evident from the 
word àza(bevro. Aristotle would not have applied this epithet 
to persons who agreed with him. 

To return to the passage of the Theætetus: It may be fairly 
argued, that several points in it are against a direct or exclu- 
sive allusion to Antisthenes. Is the invocation or use of the 
term émornrds consistent with his blunt scepticism? And if it 
were, which aecording to him would be more known, that 
which is named, or that which is defined ?m Whatever faults 
Antisthenes had as a philosopher, mysticism or obscurity was 
not one of them. Would Plato, then, have spoken of any of 
his fellow-pupil’s tenets as having been heard by Socrates “ in 
adream?” Then, even supposing that the logical assertions 
are his, must not a different origin be sought for the physical 
conception of the elements, of which we and other things are 
composed? Lastly, Antisthenes' notion of Aóyos was probably 
a very simple one, corresponding to the first of the three 
meanings proposed to Theretetus, the expression of thought in 
language. He rather opposed it to reality, (see the passage 
quoted above, xal тадта йй Aóyev, тд 82 Tpaypa éyívero Epyy,) 
than identified it with knowledge. All that remains therefore 
in common between this passage and what we know of Anti- 
sthenes is the assertion, that that which is represented by a 


1 This appears to be the meaning of mocritus, with whom the &roua were 
dt Sv abr, трфтшу. certainly more real (érép) than their 
т This argument also excludes De- combinations. 
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name cannot be defined. Now it is manifest that this might be 
held by persons who inferred from it that names do not convey 
knowledge, as well as by one who thought that the only know- 
ledge was of names, and that definitions were superfluous. 

The further discussion of this passage may be reserved as 
for the present irrelevant. 

5. One or two places may be referred to, in which a covert 
allusion to Antisthenes has been, er may be, supposed. 

а. The allusion supposed to lie hid in the epithet avritdzous 
(р. 156) does not seem to be quite in Plato's manner, even if it 
were consistent with the language held in the Sophist. Con- 
trast the playfulness of Rep. 614. od uévro.— AA«í(vov ye ànó- 
Aoyov épà, GAN áAk(uov piv avdpds—. It might be said with 
about equal plausibility that the name 'Аріотє 815 (p. 150.) con- 
tained an allusion to Aristippus. 

B. “Hpaxdées, p. 169. Hercules was certainly a favorite 
hero with Antisthenes, who may be said to have resembled 
him as one of the physical force logicians—ol rv Blav èv rois 
Абуов (nrodvres (Ar. Met. 1. 1011.) —Still he was not singular 
in his choice (compare Prodicus), and probably the annotation 
of the Scholiast is not far from the truth of Plato’s meaning. 
'HpakMées тє xai Onodes] of Өрасўџаҳо:, KaAAwAets, Atvv- 
ovdepot, Evdvdnuot, kal of тото. That some allusion is in- 
tended appears probable if we compare the spirit of Euthyd. 297. 
ro\d yáp той elut pavddrepos ro 'HpakAéovs, ds ovx olds re їр TH 
тє Ddpa diapdyecOat, codiotpia oboy—xal kapkíve rui ётёрф To- 
pioth, ёк 9aAácans dptypérq, veworl, pot doxeiy, кататєтћєукдті. 

y. Өратта tis—dmooxGyar Adyerat, р. 174. This has been 
thought to be pointed at Antisthenes, whose mother is said to 
have been a Thracian slave. The grounds for this conjecture 
are slight, and the epithets éuueAîs xal xapíecca (more appro- 
priate to the rhetorician than the Cynic) must be allowed to 
detract from its merit. 

ò. One other guess may perhaps be allowed to stand on a 
par with the two last mentioned. Antisthenes wrote a dia- 
tribe called 'ApxéAaos, ў rept Baotrelas, in which he attacked 
Gorgias. In the Gorgias of Plato, Archelaus the Macedonian 
usurper is called happy by Polus. Is it possible that in the 
passage Ei Васіейѕ єйдайшшг к.т. A. p. 175, Plato ridicules the 
combatants on both sides of such an argument? 

d 


Heracli- 
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The following slight parallels may also be mentioned: 

Antisthenes, like Protagoras, is said to have written an 'AAj- 
dea, Perhaps this may be alluded to in the Cratylus, р, 391 : 
El rijv pèv àxijfeiav тї tod IIporayópov Aws ойк àmobéxopat, TÀ 
òè тў rotary dAnOela рпдёута àyanQrv ds rov afta. 

As Theodorus calls dialectic {Лог Aóyoi (p. 164), Antisthenes 
called the Ideas of Plato Wida: érvorat, * bare notions. 

The words Їттор бу obre ópüpev ore йттдбиеба (p. 195) recall 
Antisthenes’ (zov uiv ópà, іттбтпта òè ody ópó, and Plato's 
retort, * You see with your eyes but not with your mind.’ 
Lastly, when Themtetus tries to define о, by saying, * It is as 
if you hissed with your tongue,’ we are reminded of the An- 
tisthenean saying quoted by Aristotle, * You cannot define 
what silver is: you can only say it is like tin.' 

Unless Antisthenes is wronged by Xenophon and Aristotle, 
the traces of his mind are to be sought rather in the Euthy- 
demus than in the The:tetus, Sophista, or Philebus. It de- 
serves to be said however, that some of the names in the list of 
his works given by Diogenes Laertius are difficult to reconcile 
with the general account of him. These are $vatoyreporvwós, 
тєрї bófns kai émorjyns and épórmua тєрї dicews. But the 
name of a work gives little insight into its real import, and 
Diogenes is far from being always trustworthy ". 

IV. Beyond the circle of those who had heard Socrates, the 
most interesting of Plato's contemporaries in connexion with 
the Theztetus are the enthusiasts of Ephesus, with whom the 
exact soul of Theodorus is vexed, who profess to be deeply 
read in the wisdom of Heraclitus. They are ridiculed with less 
than Plato's usual reserve, as a congeries of self-taught heads, 
who support their master's principle of a flux, only by the 
absence of fixity in their own thoughts. This picture, the 
Oriental features of which are noticeable, may be illustrated 
from the Cratylus (part of which is written in facetious imita- 
tion of the same school) where Socrates professes himself 
puzzled to determine what is intended by their symbol fire. 
By one it is interpreted to mean the Sun, by another the prin- 
ciple of heat, by another mind. 


n An indication of the nature of scribitur, populares deos multos, na- 
these works may besoughtinCic.Tusc. turalem unum esse dicens, tollit vim 
I, с. 13. $ 32. ‘Atque etiam Anti- et naturam Deorum." 
sthenes in eo libro, qui physicus in- 
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Although Heraclitus is mentioned early in the dialogue, 
these professed followers of his are not adverted to, until the 
principle of motion is being separately discussed, after the 
maxim of Protagoras has been dismissed. The arguments by 
which the same principle is upheld in the opening are almost 
expressly attributed to the “ disciples of Protagoras” and are 
probably more in keeping with the refined scepticism of Cyrene 
than with the dark proverbs of Ephesus. 

If Plato ever really followed Cratylus, as Aristotle im- 
plies (Met. I. 6. KparíAe ovyyevdpevos ка} rais 'HpaxAeire(ais 
ddfats), these passages acquire something of a personal interest, 
like those sonnets of Shakspeare that touch on theatrical life. 

V. The Thestetus presents few traces of Pythagoreanism. Pythago- 
The only place in which this side of Plato's teaching clearly "*™* 
shows itself is the mention of the region pure from evils, which 
is to receive the wise and righteous soul at its departure (p.177). 
But a re-examination of the passage about the elements just now 
considered, (Theæt. p. 201.) may perhaps justify the conjecture 
that the person from whom Socrates heard the opinion quoted, 
‘as in a dream,’ may have been some “ Italian or Sikelian man.’ 
This is suggested by the following fragment of Philolaus : 

* As concerning Nature and Harmony, the absolute being of 
things is eternal, and to know nature in its essence belongs to 
Gods and not to men, except so far as this. Nothing that is 
and that is known could have been known by us, did not 
Nature enter into the things, both determining and deter- 
mined, of which the order of the universe is composed. Апа 
seeing that these elements were not similar nor of one kind, 
they could not even themselves have been reduced to order, 
had not Harmony arisen between them, howsoever it arose." 

That is, The Absolute is not the object of knowledge, but 
things are known only so far as they partake of it. Without har- 
mony, which is the participation of the absolute, the contrary 
elements of the universe could not even be combined. 

Compare Aristot. Met. A. 5. "Eowüct 8 ûs èv ФА elder тй 
стоіҳєа тбттєш" ёк тойтор yap ws évvrapxóvrov avveorávat xal 
rer\dodat pact riv obo(av. A. 7. "Осо: òè jzoAaypávovaw, 
donep of Пъдаубрєю: kal ®лєўтїтто$, тд káAAwrov каї üpwrrov 
pù èv арх elvai, da тд Kal rûv футфь kal тёр (uv ras ápyàs 
айта uèv «раг, тд Ф Kaddv kal ré\eıov èv tots ёк тойтшр, ойк 
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6p0Gs olovra. тд yàp стёрџра ef érepûv ёсті mporépev reAe(av, 
kai тд rpûrov ov спёрџа éarív, àÀAà тд TéAeov. 

See also Plato Philebus p. 18. Каборё» ёё (ó @«ù0) as où- 
dels judy ovd dv Bv aùrò каб ard üvev mávrov aùrôv рабо, 
totrov тди Oeopov аў Aoywdápevos ds бута ёра kal тарта таёта 
ёр mes поюдрта plav ёт ajrois ûs оса» ураџратікђи Tréxvgv 
ётєфӨёу{ ато apocevzóv. And compare Pheed. 92. 

The presumption raised by the comparison of these passages 
may be strengthened by some further considerations. 

In the Theætetus the relation of the elements to the whole 
is illustrated from number and music?, as well as from gram- 
mar. And in the passage of Aristotle already quoted (Met. H. 3.), 
immediately after the conclusion that the elementary parts of 
substance cannot be defined, it is added, “ And clearly, if sub- 
stances are numbers, they are so in this way (as combined of 
matter and form), and not, as some say, of units." 

The words Adyos, áAoyos, jyrós, in connection with the rela- 
tion of parts to a whole, are not inconsistent with Pythagorean 
usage. The word evààaßý is used by Philolaus, though in a 
narrower and technical sense. 

The union of these examples and expressions with the cos- 
mical turn of thought, has a Pythagorean air. lt may be 
added, that in two other passages where Socrates speaks from 
hearsay (Phzd. 62.), or repeats what he has heard long ago, 
perhaps in a dream (Phil. 20.), the Pythagoreans are probably 
referred to. 

But on the other hand, the logical phraseology, the mention 
of przedication, the distinction between the name and the pro- 
position, and between aicOnrd, $ofacrá, and yrword, together 
with the term émornrds, argue a different origin. 

That origin is possibly MegarianP. The Megarians, like the 
Eleatics, waged war against sensations and impressions, and 
relied solely upon reason (Adyos). It is quite conceivable that 
the term émorntés may have been coined by them, in common 
possibly with alc6nrjs, до асттѕ and тотту. In the Sophist it is 
said of the * friends of ideas,’ that they break down the‘ bodily 


° Pp. 204, 206. lower of Socrates must have drawn a 
P This was Schleiermacher's opin- sharp line between opinion and know- 
ion. (Not. ad. Thest. p.520.) The ledge, proves too much for those who 
objection of Deycks, that every fol. seek here a reference to Antisthenes. 
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substance’ of their opponents into little bits, and refuse to ac- 
knowledge it as ‘being.’ The extreme analytical tendency 
animadverted on in the same dialogue (rò wav drê mavrós àmo- 
xwplCewv) may also be detected in the words oùòè rò аўто oùòè 
тд éketyo—nmpocowrréov—rabra p&v yàp пєритрёҳорута Tact mpoadé- 
peodau, érepa бута. ёкєірор ols простідєтаі (Theat. 202.) The dis- 
tinction between буора. and Adyos is not unlike Euclides ; and it is 
worthy of a Socratic philosopher to have made capability of 
definition the test of the object of knowledge. Nor is it incon- 
sistent with the general spirit of his philosophy, to have re- 
duced ‘simple ideas’ to nothingness, and yet to have attached 
reality to ‘complex’ ones. It agrees with his tendency to hold 
unity and diversity in solution together: ёр, voAAoís órópact 
kaAdovpevov. 

It is true that no doctrine of elements remains amongst the 
fragments of Euclides, any more than a doctrine of ein, which 
still is probably alluded to in the Sophist. Diodorus Cronus, 
however, a later Megarian (В. С. 300), argues from the con- 
ception of indivisible particles or monads. 

But there are two points which it is difficult to reconcile with 
an exclusive reference to Megara; the cosmical expression, ef 
Фр îpueîs тє соукєірєда, kal тёлЛа ; and the distant way in which 
the allusion is made. Would Plato have spoken of hearing 
anything from his familiar friends ‘as in a dream?’ Contrast 
with this Soph. 248: Тах’ ойр, à Өєаітттє, айтди rijv прдѕ 
Tara àmókpww с? év ov karaxoveis, éyà ёё lows 814 avvrjfeuav. 

These data lead to the conjecture that here, as in the begin- 
ning of the dialogue, Plato has fused together two theories, 
which from different starting-points appeared to him to meet 
in one. The more prominent is that of Euclides, which gives 
the key-note to the remaining argument, that knowledge is 
right opinion with definition (Aóyos). According to this, no- 
thing is the object of knowledge (émornrév) but that which is 
expressed in a proposition. That which corresponds to a 
name, is the object, not of knowledge, but of sensation. From 
the position where the simple sensation was regarded as the 
only knowledge we have gradually come round to this. And 
as the hypothesis, Sense is knowledge, was supported by the 


4 See Theæt. p. 186: 'Ev piv dpa rois nabhpacw ойк in ётатђит by 82 тф wept 
éxelvaw ovAAoyo pp 
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theory of change, so this, that definition (Aóyos) is essential to 
knowledge, is strengthened by the Pythagorean theory of 
harmony. The sensible things, which can be named but not 
represented by a proposition, are regarded as elements, which 
cannot be known except as they are combined in nature. 
But this is merely a conjecture. There is still the alternative 
of falling back upon our ignorance of the time, and saying 
with truth, that amongst the many shades of opinion on these 
subjects which existed, a nearer parallel might have been dis- 
covered, if more had been preserved. And this impression is 
rather strengthened by the perusal of the fragments of the old 
Academy.—Cf. Arist. Met. A. 7, quoted above. 

VI. Who are the *impenetrable nay the repellent? men, 
with whom the ‘disciples of Protagoras! will not deign to 
argue, as ignorant of their Heraclitean mysteries, and utterly 
illiterate? Who believe only in the existence of what they 
can clutch between their hands, and refuse to attribute Being 
to any action or natural process, in short to anything unseen? 
(p.155.) They are more fully dealt with in the Sophist, and 
it has been shewn that the account of them in both dialogues 
taken as a whole, is unfavourable to the hypothesis that Anti- 
sthenes is meant. May they have been in any way related to 
Democritus ? This supposition has been objected to on the 
ground that the Atomists (according to Aristotle, Met. I. 4.) 
in upholding their xevór, asserted the existence of the pì dv. 
Whereas Plato (Soph. 246.) says of these men, rûv Adwy ef rls 
фпс: pù сёра Cxov elvat, karajpovoürres тд таратар. (Неге 
the * bodiless' is evidently equivalent to the ‘ unseen’ of Thest. 
l.c.) E 
The collection of the very numerous allusions to Demoeritus 
in Aristotle would be a valuable contribution to the History of 
the earlier Greek Philosophy. They would be found to pre- 
sent the student with this difficulty, that while occasionally, as 
in the passage above quoted, the Atomistic doctrine is spoken 
of as a kind of purely speculative dualism, it is much more fre- 
quently referred to in terms which indicate a distinctly phy- 
sical theory. It is happily unnecessary to argue here at length 
a point which has been clearly established by Dr. Zeller in his 
History of Greek Philosophy (2nd edition), that the chief cha- 
racteristic of the Atomistic philosophy from the first was the firm 
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grasp with which it held the ideas (which to most contemporary 
schools were so unreal) of space, extension, solidity and weight. 

It does not seem very hard to believe that the abstract 
foundation of mechanical science should thus have been laid in 
an age when geometry was rapidly growing to maturity: the 
real difficulty for us is to conceive in what manner a mechanical 
theory was united with, if not occasioned by, the dialectical 
recoil from the Eleatie Undivided Whole. Yet in the earlier 
stages even of modern science such a confusion of physic and 
metaphysic was not impossible. The ‘Plenum’ of Descartes 
has probably not been without its influence on the Interpreta- 
tion of Nature. 

The Absolute Being of the Eleatics, although the object of 
Pure Mind and identical with it, was not yet free from the 
associations of extension. ‘ Being is full of being, it is contin- 
uous, for being touches being. Against this aspect of their 
doctrine the polemic of the Atomists was directed, when 
they asserted the existence of the non-existent. It was the 
non-existent, as the space in which the existent moves: and 
their Existence, while uncreated and unchangeable, was also 
that which has extension, solidity and weight. Parmenides 
and Democritus both sought for something absolute behind 
phenomena: the Eleatic found it in the Unity of Being: the 
Atomist resolved this into Space and body. The relations 
between these made it possible to conceive of motion and of 
primordial differences of bulk and form.— The weight of atoms 
of equal bulk was supposed uniform.— All else was relative and 
subjective (vóu): depending on the impression produced on 
us by the Atoms in various combinations. 

How far is this view of their theory consistent with the con- 
jecture that some friends of Democritus may be alluded to in 
the passages already mentioned of the Theztetus and Sophist? 

1. It does not seem impossible that Plato should accuse such 
persons of denying the existence of anything ‘bodiless’ or 
‘unseen.’ For the ‘ bodiless existence’ which they are repre- 
sented as denying is the ‘ immaterial essence’ of the «léév 
$0; and the © unseen process, which they will not believe 
in, is the movement of the Heraclitean fire which annihilates 
all that is stable or tangible. Both these are very different 
from the * void space’ of the Atomist, which is only asserted as 
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the necessary condition of matter and motion. And (except 
polemically) he would rather say that ropov and xevóv toge- 
ther constitute the reality of sensible existence, than that 
Being exists and Not-being also exists. Aristotle speaks of 
the Atomistic principle as тд ўлтокецдёро> сёра. 

2. А presumption in favour of such an allusion is afforded 
by the manner in which the sense of touch and of resistance is 
dwelt upon. It is true that the atoms could not literally 
be either seen or handled: but they had all the mechanical 
properties of things visible and tangible, and Plato was at least 
as likely as Aristotle to represent them as the objects of sense. 
See Ar. de Sensu. c. 4: Дтибкрітоѕ òè каї ol т\єїтто rûv $vato- 
Adyar áromóraróv тє Towter mávra rà alaÓnrà &mrà root. 

The sense of touch and resistance (which the Ancients hardly 
distinguished) is naturally referred to those * primary’ quali- 
ties of body which the Atomists upheld. Now these are dwelt 
upon in the two passages in question more than in the whole 
discussion of the doctrine of sense in the Thestetus, and in 
language which is much more suggestive of something Aard. 
Note especially the words, Theat. p. 155: 'Ampif roiv xepoiv 
AaBéc0a.. Soph. 246: Els yiv—édxovor, rais xepoiv drexvds 
mérpas kal dpis meptkauBdvovtes. trav yàp тоюўтоу éQanrópevo 
mávrov diicxupttovrar тодт` elvar pdvov û mapéxeu mpoofgoA3jv kai 
drapiv тра. Р. 247: Пбтєрор братдр kai йттбу rı aùrûv. Ib.: 
Пар ô ph дорато) rais xepoi cupméce elol. 

8. It may be observed further that in the Sophist the men 
are driven into a corner by being pressed to define (1) whether 
the Soul is material, which they are not afraid to admit, and 
(2) whether justice and wisdom are so. Might not this mode 
of attack be suggested to a Socratic philosopher by the ap- 
parent contradiction between the moral sayings of Democritus 
and his material system ? 

They are then imagined as retiring upon a more abstract 
conception of Being. ‘Every thing in which there is either 
an active or a passive power,’ і. е. they are supposed to rise 
from the idea of matter to that of force. The tendency thus 
recognised surely indicates a different materialism from that 
of Antisthenes, and the close sequence of the reasoning by 
which it is developed is not unworthy of the tenacity and 
penetration which seem to be justly ascribed to Democritus. 


INTRODUCTION, xxxiil 


See Ar. de An. І. 2. Agpókpiros тєрї aùrôv rovrov үлафорштё- 
pes elpnxer. 

4. It may be urged against the above conjecture (1) that, 
although Democritus might fairly be called äpovoos, as the 
spirit of his inquiry was alien to rhetoric and poetry, and 
åuúnrtos, for he is known to have written against the Protago- 
rean maxim, yet the imputation of coarseness which Plato's 
picture conveys would seem to be unmerited.— This objection 
may be partly met, however, by supposing his theory to have 
degenerated in the hands of his followers.—(2) That the 
elenchus of the «дӧ ido is described as levelled at the 
dAjêea of these materialists, who would thus seem to be 
identified with the disciples of Protagoras in the Theetetus. 
To which it may be replied, that the account in the Sophist 
appears to be generalised from more schools than one, not 
all of whom would deserve the title of ‘ sprung from the 
ground? (отартої xal aùróyðoves). This last therefore alone 
strictly answers to the title ‘hard and repellent’ in the 
Thestetus. The difficulty must however be acknowledged, 
and it remains, whatever hypothesis with regard to the allu- 
sion is adopted". 

If these passages really contain any allusion even to de- 
generate followers of Democritus (who might be related to 
him as the Ephesian enthusiasts to Heraclitus), the fact is in- 
teresting as confirming the anticipation that no Greek thought 
of any permanent value failed to obtain some recognition from 
Plato, though it might be recognized only to be rejected. 
We are also reminded of Aristotle's saying, that Plato's dia- 
lectical bias unfitted him for physical studies; and of Lord 
Bacon’s, that time brings down the lighter goods of antiquity 
but drowns what is of solid worth, which may be thought no 
unfitting comment from the physical point of view. 

5. Democritus would also rank with those who argued from 
dreams and madness that nothing which appears is real (obdév 
àv patverat elvai). 

(It is possible that the àvexepeis of the Philebus, who are 
said to be very clever in physical science, and have an ac- 

ғ Another dA#@ea is spoken of in еге is evidently to a logical and not 
the Cratylus, which may perhaps be a physical theory. 
that of Antisthenes, but the reference 
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count to give of pleasure while they deny its reality, may 
have been also in some way related to the Atomistic school. 
Compare, for instance, the fragment Zvópevo: &vÓpemo: Ñor- 
rat к.т.А. and the minute way in which the causes of sensa- 
tion are analysed by Democritus while its reality is denied : 
also the words rà rà cvykekpıuéva Big ötaxeîr î) rà biakekpuséva 
ovyxeiv, Phil. p. 46. ad fin.) 

VII. One other distinct reference to contemporaries remains 
to be considered. It occurs at what may be called the turning 
point of the dialogue: where it is remarked that the strong- 
hold of the doctrine— What appears to me, is to me "—]ies 
amongst sensible things, but that its weak point is in the 
answer to such questions as, What is wholesome? What: is 
expedient? And it is added, that those who hold a partial 
Protagoreanism, (of rà IIperayópov pij navránacı Aéyovres,) 
while insisting that honour and justice are merely conventional, 
admit that, in regard to things expedient and good, mistake is 
possible, and one councillor and one state is wiser than another. 
These men seem to be brought forward as witnesses to the 
existence of something above sensation and convention, just as 
the “fastidious persons" are made to testify in the Philebus 
to the existenco of mixtures of pleasure and pain. But it 
seems impossible to identify them with any known school. 
Euclides denied reality to impressions. Aristippus admitted 
no good beyond the present pleasure. Plato here alludes to 
some intermediate teachers, of whom our knowledge is a blank. 

This notice of the relation of the Thestetus to contemporary 
theories may be concluded with a few general remarks. 

Such an inquiry must necessarily be scanty in its positive 
results. Its true value, however, lies rather in the conscious- 
ness which it implies, and which it tends to strengthen, that 
Plato, though in advance of his contemporaries, was not isolated 
from them, but held living intercourse with the present as well 
as with the past. In studying any author, it is invigorating 
even to attempt to breathe the atmosphere in which he moved, 
and to see with his eyes the men and the ideas surrounding 
him. Without making this attempt, the modern reader of Plato 
cannot but lose much. He will be like one reading a letter 
without knowing to whom it is addressed. Many of the ideas 
and sentiments may be intelligible to him, but the living tone 
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and expression which it would otherwise convey are lost. A 
few cautions however are suggested to us as the inquiry 
proceeds. 

1. In piecing together the fragments of an ancient statue or 
group, a sanguine and inexperienced eye might naturally 
imagine some things to fit, which were really independent of 
each other, and some things to be incongruous which, were 
really not so. Supposing the whole discovered, the mistaken 
adaptations would be displaced by more perfect symmetry, and 
the apparent discrepancies harmonised by the intermediate 
parts. The contemporary remains of Plato's time are such a 
fragment. The more we study them in the light of his works, 
the more we feel, that while distinct and opposite tendencies 
were at work, the various thinkers of that age (especially those 
who followed Socrates) had much in common ; and that many 
shades of opinion existed besides the opposite extremes. The 
few names and the few sayings that have been preserved to us 
by no means exhaust the whole field. 

2. Plato's relation to these contemporaries must not be con- 
ceived of as closer than it really was. Their theories must not 
be suffered to crowd in upon him so as to cramp the freedom 
and originality of his thoughts, of which they are not the sub- 
stance, but the occasion. He views them in different lights and 
in different combinations as he moves amongst them, just as 
natural objects group themselves differently according to the 
point at which we stand. 

For instance, the materialist and sensationalist, who in the 
Thestetus are opposed, in the Sophist appear to be combined 
as the enemies of ideas, differing only in the degree of their 
unregenerate hardness. And in the Cratylus, the Heraclitean 
and Protagorean doctrines are contrasted. Plato had certain 
men in his eye, but what interested him far more were the dif- 
ferent aspects of philosophy. And these could not be narrowed 
to this or that individual, nor extended so as to embrace his 
inconsistencies. A great name in the past might so “ orb into 
the perfect star" as to be wholly identified with one of the 
great streams of thought, but from the speculative height from 
which Plato surveyed the present, rival opinions might at one 
time be generalised into one view, and at another time by a 
change of position might be seen as wholly distinct. 
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3. Plato was by no means absorbed in the controversies of 
the hour. The grand movements of Greek thought, hidden 
from inferior intellects, were comprehended in one glance by 
him, not observed as by Aristotle, but consciously realised. 
Thus in the Thesxtetus he gathers up into a single formula one 
side of the alternative which philosophy had hitherto presented 
to the Greek mind. Looking above and beyond Aristippus, 
and even Protagoras, whose personal influence hard hardly yet 
died away, he fixes his eye upon Heraclitus, who had given 
the highest expression to the relative side of thought. The 
struggle, outwardly waged between the Megarian and the 
Cyrenaic, is in reality a far deeper one, between Parmenides 
and Heraclitus, or rather between the two opposing streams 
of Greek Philosophy, which were seeking their unity in the 
mind of Plato. 

$2. - 

As after-ages saw amongst Plato's contemporaries distinc- 
tions which were only partially developed in his time, so in a 
less degree, and with the difference which his genius implies, 
Plato viewed the past through a generalization and an anti- 
thesis. Heraclitus and Empedocles, and from another point of 
view Protagoras, were the representatives of one tendency, 
Parmenides and his followers, of the contrary one. The oppo- 
sition between them is that between rest and motion, unity and 
diversity, absolute and relative, universal and particular, finite 
and infinite, positive and negative, between knowledge and 
opinion, ideas or conceptions and impressions. 

In endeavouring to conceive what Parmenides, Heraclitus 
and Protagoras really were, it would be necessary to divest our 
minds of this contrasted form under which we are led to think 
of them in reading Plato. But, although not always brought 
into prominence, it js of the essence of what they were to him. 

This is not the place for a detailed account of the earlier 
stage of Greek Philosophy. But a brief sketch of it is neces- 
sary in order to make Plato's position clear. 

It would only be an approximation towards a true estimate, 
to say that Parmenides represents the idea of unity, being, or 
rest, Heraclitus that of dualism, of a process, or motion, and 
Pythagoras that of harmony and order, or definite proportions, 
as intermediate between the other two. 
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Philosophy was yet too near its origin for its streams to 
have diverged very far. As we come nearer to those early 
thinkers, we find that they had more in common than we sup- 
posed. They have a common mythological element, the at- 
mosphere in which their thoughts move, and which they strive 
to pierce, although it veils their meaning partly from them- 
selves; inhaled by some in the Greek and Sicilian valleys, 
by some, perhaps in earlier purity, on the Eastern plains, 
but in all finding its highest sensuous embodiment in the Sun 
or Fire. The notion of Ліку is common to Heraclitus and 
Parmenides, the eigapuévg of the one is paralleled by the 
àrváyxg of the other. 

The endeavour to pierce this veil of language* is accompa- 
nied in all of them by a melancholy scepticism and contempt 
for the common opinions of men. The words of Plato in the 
Phædo, of nodol yrghajóvres Фостер èv скбтф, might have 
been applied by any of the earlier philosophers to the con- 
dition of men, who believe the testimony of their senses before 
that of reason, and cling to their own narrow thoughts instead 
of being conformed to the law of Nature or Being. 

With this scepticism is combined in all of them what may 
be termed an ideal Pantheism : the speculative and religious 
intellect filling the void of observation with the intensity of its 
own early thought. [rò yàp zAéov éeri vénua. Parm.] All 
that is particular owes its being to Wrong, in the universal 
alone is harmony and righteousness and peace. The world of 
opinion is a world of “ nought and night ;” the fulness of being 
is absolute, and commensurate with thought. The nature of 
things, says Philolaus, belongs to Divine, and not to human 
knowledge. 

Such being the ground colours more or less discernible 
throughout the philosophy of that age, what were the dis- 
tinguishing features by which they were relieved? It is now 
proposed to consider this in the case of Heraclitus and (more 
briefly) of Parmenides; and it may be remarked in passing, 
that, historically speaking, it does not seem very probable that 
either of these philosophers pursued his reflections with direct 
reference to the other. The idea of the History of Philosophy 
is a little apt to intercept our view of the History itself. As a 

s Cf. Parm. &cápevai кротафол' dno xepal KaAdvnTpas. ' 
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Platonist sees in the Ionian and Eleatie two opposite poles, so 
the Hegelian is tempted to trace the progress of thought from 
Parmenides to Heraclitus, while a Kantian may view the Eleatic 
transcendentalism as the higher. Such thoughts may supply 
a valuable theory, but they are not strictly historical. Par- 
menides and Heraclitus were nearly contemporary, Heraclitus 
being the earlier of the two: they lived far apart, and were 
subject to different influences. 

Heraclitus. І, Heraclitus of Ephesus (B. C. 500) was an Eastern Greek, 
and it is not merely fanciful to find an analogy between his 
thoughts and the more dreamy speculations of the remoter 
East. But they have a greater interest for the student of 
philosophy, not only as having contributed primarily to the 
speculative impulse of the Greek mind, but as permanently 
valuable in themselves, and anticipating some of the most 
fruitful of modern ideas. Bacon drew from them some of 
his happiest expressions; and Hegel professed to have embo- 
died in his own Logic every principle which they contained. 
“The voice of the Sibyl,” says Heraclitus, “although its 
notes be harsh and rude, yet penetrates to a thousand years.” 
This pregnant saying may be well applied to the obscure 
utterances of Heraclitus himself. Half understood even by 
his own followers, imperfectly appreciated by Plato and Ari- 
stotle, he exercised a wide-spread influence, second only to 
that of Parmenides in its intensity. Caught up afresh by the 
Stoics and Neo-platonists, and by the Fathers of the Christian 
Church, and read by them in the light of deeper wants, his 
words received a new interest from their sublime spirit of awe 
and sadness. And thus many of them have been preserved to 
us; and reveal in dim and broken outline the proportions of a 
most noble and far-seeing intellect. 

It is the common fate of great thinkers in an early time, 
that for the most part only the negative side of their teaching 
‘lives after them.’ One reason ‘is, that it is the most distinct 
and intelligible to themselves and their contemporaries. Deep 
intuitions, but unsubstantial, though clothed in palpable imagery; 
anticipations, vague and unsupported by proof, of the human 
mind, dreaming on thoughts to come, partly become engulfed 
by time, partly remain dead and fruitless and unknown, until 
their meaning is revealed by the development of cognate 
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thoughts in distant ages, and n late sympathy detects what is 
hidden there in germ. So the doctrine of Heraclitus, which 
undoubtedly contained an element of order and unity, if not of 
rest, and had been as ideal as any, was degraded to be the 
support of the doctrine of sense, although it again enters to 
restore the balance of philosophy when in danger of being 
bound fast in the Eleatic Onet, 

Heraclitus himself had followed in the wake of previous 
thinkers. As the emigrant Xenophanes had “ looked up to 
the vault of heaven and said that the One was God,” so Thales 
had looked forth on the expanse of the Augean and said that 
water was the All, with a vague sense that Nature must be 
simple and all-pervading. The tendency of his successors had 
been towards the idea of an homogeneous Infinite. Heraclitus 
rose to the conception of Nature as a universal ever-acting Law. 

He felt deeply the falseness and contradictoriness of sensa- 
tion and opinion, not because he contrasted their objects with 
that of knowledge, but because he felt that these are presented 
as being something in themselves, — not fluctuating but fixed,’ 
—and not as moments in the Universal Process. This is itself 
unseen, but is symbolised in several ways. ‘The Order that 
embraces all things is an everliving Fire, Eternal, Uncreated, 
kindling itself by measures and extinguishing itself by mea- 
sures ;” i. e. The Idea of the universe implies at once absolute 
activity and perfect law. This Idea is also represented as “ the 
invisible harmony? which is * better than the visible," as the 
“Thought which guides all through all," as the “ Universal 
Word" or “ Reason," as the “ Опе Wisdom,” as “Time,” as 
“ Righteousness,” as “ Fate,” as the “ Маше of Zeus.” This 
Eternal process, which is at the same time a law or harmony, 
is inseparable in the mind of Heraclitus from the notion of 
dualism. The process is from This to That and back again, 
the harmony is between opposites, which do not cease to be 
opposites, although the one passes into the other. This was 
not Jost upon Plato, “ The universe is ever drawn asunder and 
together at once, says the muse of firmer tone," viz. the Ionian : 
Plat. Soph. 242. It is implied in the blunt words, “ War is 
the Father of all things:” and in a saying of more doubtful 


t Thus the dialectic of Rep. B. VI. is a sort of 050; vw кётю ula. See also 
the Sophist and Parmenides. 
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meaning, IIaA(vroros dppovla kécuov, deep rófov xai Айра. 
Different interpretations of this have been suggested. Per- 
haps it might be paraphrased, “ As the arrow leaves the string, 
the hands are pulling opposite ways to each other, and to the 
different parts of the bow (cf. Plato Rep. IV. p. 439), and the 
sweet note of the lyre is due to a similar tension and reten- 
tion; the secret of the Universe is the same =.” Thus Homer 
_ is blamed for praying that strife may be no more, since with- 
out strife there can be no harmony. “The Deity is Day and 
Night in one, winter and summer, war and peace, fulness and 
hunger.” Each thing is ever producing or passing into its op- 
posite—evil into good, and good into evil: light into darkness 
and darkness into light. This Eternal process is the world: 
“ All coming out of one, and one arising out of all.” Its nature 
is to reveal itself in contradictions: Xuvdyetas odAa xal оўу 
oUÀa к.т. А. “Ev тд софори yryvéakeo0at ё0 лє: тє каї ойк GENEL, 
Zqvós буора. 

But it is more particularly described as the way upwards and 
downwards, which is the same. In every thing there is con- 
trariety, and the action of the all-embracing, all-dividing fire. 
But there is a more general contrariety between the fire itself 
and its grosser forms, i. e. between the absolute process itself 
and the elements which are at once the subjects and the pro- 
ducts of its Law. Fire is becoming all things, and all things 
are becoming fire;—the things are typified as air and water 
and earth. Here it is more difficult to separate the symbol 
from the thought. There is an effort made to give greater 
outward reality to the process, and the language becomes more 
sensuous accordingly. The way upwards is the way from 
earth through water and air to firex, the way downwards is 
from fire through air and water to earth. Both processes are 
ever moving on together; and each element has its own har- 
mony ог law. There is then not only contrariety and har- 
mony in the world, but also a lower and a higher. This is 
more simply expressed by the distinction between the moist 
and dry exhalations; e. g. the clouds and the sun: the one 
dark, the other light; the one tending downwards, the other 


a Hor. Epist. I. 12. * Quid velit et and Cleopatra. ‘I am fire and air, 
possit rerum concordia discors.’ my other elements I give to baser 
* Compare Shakespeare, Antony life.’ 
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upwards. These are, as it were, the body and soul of the 
world. The death of either is the other's life. The Universal 
Process is perpetually circling between them. At this point 
we return to the world of sensible things. They exist only by 
perpetual strife, life and death work together in them; their 
birth is a death, their death or absorption into the higher 
region is the true life; the only harmony amongst them is due 
to war. But is there war in heaven? Is there no escape from 
this region of conflicting elements? Is the fire itself, the origin 
and goal of the struggle of existence, torn asunder by a similar 
struggle? We may possibly imagine the primordial activity 
and its law (rîp, uérpa) as two coexistent and opposite prin- 
ciples, the balance of which is order (xooués) ; but it is proba- 
bly nearer the truth to say, that the fire is inseparable from 
the world, and therefore from the conflict of things: as these 
in their war are ever coming into existence and absorbed again, 
‘so the fire is ever parted asunder so as to become all things, 
and at the same time united out of them У, quenched into the 
lower forms and kindled into itself again. But then this pro- 
cess is all-embracing ; not isolated like the war of particular 
things: and for each thing to rise from earth to fire, that is, 
from particular existence to the Universal Process, is to attain 
to peace. This seems to be implied in the notice of Diog. L. 
(IX. 8.): Tàv дё évavríev тд èv els yéveow yov kaXeia0at nóAc- 
pov каї ёрш, TÒ 8 ent rijv exmipwow ópoXoyíav xai elpjvgv*. On 
the other hand, that which is wearied with the “ Eternal pro- 
cess moving on," is carried downwards by a weak desire of 
rest, and of particular being ; and to this is attributed the origin 
of the individual soul. (See Lassalle, Her. vol. I. pp. 123 sqq.) 

What is the bearing of this theory on the mind, on hu- 
man knowledge, and on human life? 

1. The universal law or process may be conceived of as a 
continued act or utterance of mind (yvdun 7) куВеєријсє: návra, 
тд èv тофбь, 0cios Aóyos). This, though more or less personified 
(as Zeós, Ліку, Oeós) is nowhere distinctly personal. The act 
or utterance itself is the soul of the World, not exactly ** imma- 
nent," but ever moving throughout all, passing into everything 
and returning into itself again. Yet while thus pervading 


Y Arapepópevov del сирфёретсц. troinae 290 xal áryaBóv, —káparos йуй- 
* Cf. too the words voücos ipeiny — mavow. 
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all things, it essentially holds the upper etherial region, and 
embraces all, being opposed to the things beneath it as universal 
to particular. 

2. Knowledge therefore is the acquaintance and union with 
this universal and pervading mind or law. That human mind 
is the best, which most partakes of it; that which lives in its own 
world of particular impressions and notions, is “ nearer earth 
and less in light.” This idea finds a symbolical and also an 
abstract expression. “А dry soul is the wisest and the best, 
flashing through the body as lightning through a cloud" (cf. 
Enpa àvaOvu(acis). “The moist soul (e.g. with wine) * em- 
bodies’ itself like a gathering cloud” (cf. $ypà ávavyuíacis). 
“The Law of things is a law of universal Reason, but most 
men live as if they had a wisdom of their own." “To live in 
the light of the universal Order is to be awake, to turn aside 
into our own microcosm is to go to sleep." “ Most men even 
when they hear are as though they heard not, their speech be- 
trays that though present they are absent mentally." It is an 
obscure question, and one which Heraclitus probably did not 
distinctly ask himself, by what path, according to this theory, 
the mind passes from sense to knowledge, from the darkness of 
the particular into the light of the universal. The answer 
would probably be little more than that the eye of the soul is 
opened. As the faculty of sight is quenched in sleep, so the 
mind is quenched while it is concerned only with the things 
surrounding it. But if a man awake, the fire within him finds 
its kindred fire, and flashes through the clouds of the sensible 
world. Thus living in the universal order he becomes a partaker 
of the mind which follows all through all. Sensation is not anni- 
hilated, but is absorbed into the grander movement of the 
mind, and becomes the transparent medium of true vision. 
(See the expression xara фо» èratew, where the transition 
from sensible to mental perception is not marked.) While the 
mind is thus acquainted with the universal law, it must also 
follow the swiftness of the universal motion (Plat. Cratyl. p. 
412. da тод lóvros lévar mavrós) distinguishing all things into 
their true elements (xarà pctv Ouaipéov ёкаота ёкоѕ Exe), 
perceiving their transformations, comprehending their unseen 
harmony (тарта rà тёр ётєАӨди криє? kai Katadmera). Hera- 
clitus could not be unconscious that this was an ideal state for 
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man, who “lights a taper for himself in the night,” and “is 
but an ape to compare with God." The subtilty of Nature far 
exceeds the subtilty of the human intellect, and her energy far 
exceeds his power to grapple with it. Hence as in his Heaven 
there is no rest, so even in his philosophy there is occasionally 
a despairing tone. This however never occurs in speaking of 
the Eternal process, but of its revelation to and comprehension 
by man. 

8. For in comparison with the grandeur of the Universal 
Law, human life becomes a very little thing, if it be not more 
fitly called а death. Indeed, as in all things else, so in man, life 
and death are ever working together. His body is ever ab- 
sorbed into his soul, his soul is ever dying into his body ; his 
birth into the world is the entombment of a higher life, the 
death of what is earthly in him is the awaking of the God. As 
the Reason is but a small part in any man, во the good amongst 
men are few, and misunderstood (for dogs also bark at him 
they know not). Even the philosopher is like the gold-digger, 
who toils much and finds little, [cf. Plat. Rep. 450 b.], and often 
his truest wisdom is to know himself, and to feel the nothingness 
of his individual Being in the presence of the Universal Order. 
Yet public law is to be zealously maintained, as more general 
than the private will, the excesses of which are to be quenched 
as а dangerous fire. 

Such is the bare outline of a thought the grandeur of which 
was far beyond the comprehension of that time. The Aóyos 
or Law of Heraclitus was not exactly a law of progress, for his 
elements are ever circling in one round, yet it is as near an 
approach to that Idea as is to be found in Ancient Philosophy. 
A still nearer approach is made to the conception of the in- 
finity and simplicity of Nature. And while we feel that the 
metaphysical systems of Plato and Aristotle owe much of 
their strength and reality and perfection to the One Being 
of Parmenides, and in part also to the Pythagoreans, in whose 
philosophy finite and infinite were already combined, it is im- 
possible not to recognise in Plato a nearer kindred to Hera- 
clitus than to any other of his predecessors. The union of 
Imagination and Reason, the plasticity of mind, the tendency 
at once to soar and to roam, may be mentioned as some of the 
points of communion between them. Many scattered thoughts, 

f2 
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as well as the spirit pervading whole passages, fight be quoted 
in confirmation of this. It is nòt surprising therefore if Plato 
grasped the thought of Heraclitus more firmly than his own 
followers had donea, 

The fate of Heraclitus’ teaching at Ephesus> reminds us of 
his own picture of the soul that is too weak to follow the Uni- 
versal motion, and falls away from it to take an individual 
shape. The very multiplicity of his symbolism seems to have 
contributed to this result ; each disciple interpreting the wholo 
theory by the figure which was most intelligible to himself : 
one fastening on the Fire, another on the Sun, another on the 
dry exhalation, another on the more abstract Righteousness, 
or the ruling Mind, while some appear to have seized upon his 
habit of teaching by strange outward signs, if there be any 
truth in what Aristotle gravely asserts, that Cratylus at length 


only moved his finger. 


These divided members of Heraclitus 


continued after him a partial and spasmodic life, and the sys- 
tem ended consistently in a kind of war. 


a Perhaps the two passages in which 
this appreciation appears most dis- 
tinctly are, Sophist. 242: S:apepépevov 
yap (sc. тд бу) ded fuypéperai, фасіу 
ai cuvrovirepar Tüv Movcüv, (with 
which contrast Sympos. 187, where 
the saying is explained away,) and 
Cratyl. 412: ёсо yàp ўтүобут тд mày 
elva ёу ropelq, тд uiv oA) aro bno- 
AapBávovei то‹оўтфу Ti elvas, olov obdiy 
Gro Ñ xopeiv, 8:0 82 rovrou таутдз 
elvai ті бебу, 8 ob тбута тд yiyvó- 
peva yiryrecOa, «усл 8¢ Táxi Tov тодто 
ка} Хеттбтатоу" ой yàp йу ӧбуасдаі à- 
Aws 3d ToU lóvros Мус таутбз, el pi) 
Aemróraróv Te Fv, Gore айтд pnd 
oréyew, kal тёҳистоу, Gore xpfjoóa: 
Фостер toro: той @АХоц. ime 8 оўу 
#ттротефе TÀ dAAa тёута Ваїбу к.т.А. 

* This may be illustrated by the 
continuation of the passage of the 
Cratylus just quoted, иёхр piv ойу 
ќутадба, $ viv ö} éAéyouev, тард moh- 
Аё» dpodroyeira: ToUro «iru rò ôl- 
кшоу. byw 84, @ ‘Epyd-yeves, dre Avrapi)s 
dy тєрї айтой, TaUra piv mávra Матё- 
тиси èv dmopiiyrow, ri тот’ dori тд 
$їкшоу каї тд аїт‹оу—ф' ê yàp yiye- 
та, тойт' éort тд altiov—xal 184 ка- 
Хеу ёфт ти roro ёрӯёз xew bid rað- 


та ётедду $ фрёра айтофз tmavepwrd 
ёкойсаз тадта unbiv ўттоу, ТЇ обу mor’ 
ёстіу, &yaðe, 80коцоу, «l тодто obras 
xe ; Box® тє Hin paxpórepa той mpos- 
ўкоутоз роту kal bmip rà ёскариёуа 
&\Лєсдоц. ікаудз yap pé фас wervobar 
xal dxnxoéva: xal ётуҳверодсі, Bovdd- 
pevoi drompmAdva: дє, АЛоз dXXa Hin 
Adyay, ка} ойкёті сорфољойоту. б piv 
yap тіз фто: ToUro elva; Sixauor, TÓv 
ў}Ммоу` тотоу yàp uóvov baióvra kal 
káovra ёттротебеу тд дута. ётедду 
обу Tp Aéyo айтд dopevos ds калбу 7i 
ёхткобз, кататєМх pov obros dxovcas 
wat tparrg, el ойду 8ікоцоу olpas elva 
lv тоз dvOpirmois, ётедду ó Mos 80р. 
Мтародутоз ойу (uo 5 т: ab ёкєўоз Aé- 
ye, айтд тд rûp фпс тобто 2 ой fd- 
Bióv toriy eldévar ó 02 ойк айтд тд wip 
фпаіу, ФАА abrd тд Ceppdv тд dv TQ 
турі ivóv. Ó Db rovrov piv тута» 
катаүєМ у фтоіу, «уса 5è тд Bixauov 5 
Aéy« 'Avafawyópas, voüv «ул тодто. 
abrokpáropa yàp abrÓv бута kal obderi 
pepuypévov тйута poly abróv Koo pey 
TÀ трёурата 810 тйутол lóvra. футаўба 
V) губ, û pire, word iv mAelovi ёторіа 
4д À тріу ётҳерђсо рауббуву тєрї 
той &xalov, 5 тЇ тот’ Lori. 
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But its influence on the other side of the ZEgean was far 
greater, and by warring with other ideas it renewed its vitality. 
As was fitting, however, before finding its true place in the 
Platonic Philosophy (see especially the Parmenides), it, was 
bound again in the prison of sense, and made to fight the battle 
of Opinion against the reigning ideal system. Whether or not 
Protagoras, and after him the Cyrenaies, openly made the 
Heraclitean dogma the basis of their scepticism, it is certain 
that Plato, and probable-that Euclides also, regarded this as 
its only real philosophical support e. 

The peculiarity of the traces of Heraclitus i in the Theatetus 
is, that his doctrine is there brought forward in support of a 
subjective theory ; that its influence is partly direct, partly 
derived through his Ephesian followers, and (possibly) through 
Aristippus ; and that it is carried to its remotest consequences 
by being subjected to the Socratic or Megarian logic. Не 
thus becomes merely the representative of the principle of the 
perpetual flux of all things, and their absolute diversity, in op- 
position to the perfect rest and unity ofthe Eleatic Being :—the 
notion that, as it is put in the Phedo, like the tides in the Eu- 
ripus, all things are ever coming and going, and swaying up and 
down and to and fro. N othing is, everything is ever becoming. 
That this was a faithful representation of the theory in its later 
stages, appears from what Aristotle tells of Cratylus, that he 
found fault with Heraclitus’ maxim: óis els róv айтди morapóv 
ойк dv éuBains’ abros yàp dero odd drag. 

The passage which most distinctly recalls Heraclitus him- 
self, is that in which this doctrine of ‘ becoming’ (yévecis) is 
first stated and confirmed by proofs, though even this is per- 
haps coloured by the * disciples of Protagoras.' 

The quotations from the poets (whom the early philosophers 
despised [таАш&@ ris бїафорй pAocopiq тє kal поштікӯ]) and 
the subtle illustrations from natural and mental phenomena 
(contrast Heraclitus’ **'The drunkard has а wet soul”) belong 
rather to the refined philosophers whom Plato is quoting (or 
to his own invention) than to the prophet of Ephesus. But 
the mention of the fire which begets and rules all else, and is 
itself created by motion, is thoroughly Heraclitean, and the 


€ Tùr Aeyopé£vgy abrüv àAj6«ay yéveow дут’ oboías просатүорєйоос ферорќуту 
туй, Plat. Soph. 
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word лер фора (which occurs again p. 181) is perhaps used, 
together with the symbol of the Sun, not without reference 
to the circling process of the elements4, the d80s dv xéra pla, 
which would be reversed if the diurnal motion were interrupted, 
xal уёуот' dv тд Aeyópevov ёро káre mávra. Cf. Simpl. in Arist. 
Categ. p. 105 b. Bas.: Ei yàp тд črepov rûv évavríev émAe(net, 
оїҳоіто àv Távra ûpavıodévra. did kal иёшфєтол 'Oyijpo ' HpákAet- 
tos, єітбиті, 
ûs Epis ёк те бебу ёк т dvÜpómav атб\ото, 

olyjoecbat yap, фпс: duvra. 

In the fuller statement of the doctrine of sense, р. 156, the 
obscure words (rendered more obscure by the interpolation of 
Cornarius) regarding the comparative swiftness and slowness 
of the different motions, are probably to be explained in con- 
nection with Heraclitus. Sensation is a process between oppo- 
sites (лоодо and zácxov). If we imagine it under the image 
of the 880s йге кіто, the process is higher, and therefore 
swifter than the things between which it movesf; they may be 
contrasted as fire and earth, as the sun and the cloud, as mind 
and body. (In this case the process itself has an objective and 
subjective element). Е. р. man and stone are slow motions and 
of the nature of earth, but vision and whiteness are swifter and 
more of the nature of fire. In modern language, they have а 
higher power ог law ¥. There is probably some intermediate 

4 See Lassalle, IT. 114 n. 3. 119. is differently applied by Milton, Par. 

e The image of the ‘golden chain’ L. B. II. 1. тоо (Chaos loq.) 

Another World 
Hung o'er my realm, linked in a golden chain 
To that side Heaven from whence your legions fell. 
Ib. 1. 1051 :— 


And fast by, hanging in a golden chain, 
This pendant world, 


f Cf. Heracl. fr.: 'Еѓаркє таа xal psychological application of the idea 
mepeylverat. of ‘quicker’ and ‘ slower’ elements, 

к Shakespeare has made a fanciful in Sonnets 44, 45. 

But ah! thought kills me that I am not thought 

To leap large lengths of miles when thou art gone, 

But that, so much of earth and water wrought, 

I must attend time's leisure with my moan ; 

Receiving nought by elements so slow, 

But heavy tears, badges of either’s woe. 


The other two, slight air and purging fire, 
Are both with thee, wherever I abide ; 
The first my thought, the other my desire, 
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refinement upon Heraclitus which would more completely illus- 
trate the words of Plato. But their interpretation is certainly 
assisted by a nearer acquaintance with the Heraclitean theory. 

In p. 157 the following words forcibly recal Heraclitus : 
GANG Kara pc фбѓууєсдо: ycyvópeva Kal поюўрєра xal ànoA- 
Aópeva kal dhAotovpeva, 

And in p. 158 the doubt raised about waking and dreaming 
reminds us of one of his favourite reflections: robs 8’ Movs àv- 
Opdmovs AavOdver Ókoca éyepÜévres moist Ükecmep бкота єй- 
Bovres émAavOdvovrat. 

Odvards éorw бкоса cÜbovres ópéopev' бта, Be ёуєрбёртєѕ, Ünvos. 

In one other passage, where there is no direct allusion to 
him, an expression occurs which is eminently descriptive of his 
mind: p. 173. 

тд сдџра pdvov êv тӯ то\еї кєїто abro? kal émibnpet, 7 9$ didvoia, 
tara mávra Hyncapevyn сшкрӣ kal oùòév, áriuácaca партах pé- 
perat xara ILívbapov, [ras] re yas ®тёрєрбє, kal rà éníneba yewpe- 
тродса, otpavod re rep àcrpovouoÜca, kal mücav тарт piow 
èpevvwpévy тӧр Óvrev ékácrov Šov, els тфу eyyds oùðèv айтти 
ovyxabtetoah, | 

When the doctrine of motion is again taken up and criticised 
in pp. 180 sqq. the more immediate reference is to the Ephesian 
followers of Heraclitus, the humorous account of whom has 
been already noticed. They are compelled to state more dis- 
tinctly what is meant by motion, and to acknowledge that it 
comprises not only locomotion (which has hitherto been spoken 
of, though in a vague sense), but also change. This agrees 
with what Aristotle says, that the Heracliteans had nowhere 
defined their principle of motion‘. The elenchus is therefore 

These present-absent with swift motion slide. 
For when these quicker elements are gone 

In tender embassy of love to thee, 

My life being made of four, with two alone, 
Sinks down to death, oppressed with melancholy : 
Until life's composition be recured 

By those swift messengers returned from thee, 
Who even but now come back again, assured 

Of thy fair health, recounting it to me: 


This told, I joy; but then no longer glad, 
I send them back again, and straight grow sad. 


h Cf. Rep. 496: *Н iv opukpg том- i Phys. Auscult. VIII. 3 § 3: Mpds 


reig бта» peydrn yux) pup kal dripd- obs, xaimep ob bopi(ovras solay xívraw 
caca rà тўз тб\еоз brepidp. Aéyovow ђ tágas, ой xarendv ётаутўосц. 


Parmeni- 
des. 
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here applied to them, and their doctrine is exploded by being 
precisely stated. 

Lastly, it should be noticed that the conception of Aóyos, 
with which the Thesetetus closes, has no connexion with the 
technical and objective use of the word in the Heraclitean 
system ; it is rather employed in a Megarian, i. e. a semi- 
Eleatic sense, not without a trace of the definitions of Socra- 
tes. This appears from the opening of the Sophista. With 
Heraclitus, дрора and Aóyos were symbolical expressions for 
the same thing. | 

II. The sublime thought of the Eternal movement of an 
infinite law was not, however, destined to be the final concep- 
tion of the Greek mind. While life and death and the suc- 
cession of phenomena were thus idealized on the Eastern 
shores of the /Egean, a different, though parallel impulse was 
preparing elsewhere, it is said at Elea in Magna Gracia: an 
impulse equally if not more sublime, yet by itself no less in- 
capable of giving rise to such a philosophy as Plato's. Xeno- 


phanes had already said— 
“There is one God above all in heaven or earth, not like to 
mortals either in form or mind." “He is all sight, all 


thought, all hearing.” ©“ He even abides immoveable in one 
stay : nor does it become him to waver to and fro." 

Inspired with this thought Parmenides rose at once into an 
ideal world of mind and being, not seeking there an explana- 
tion of the sensible universe, nor endeavouring to grasp its 
law, or idealize its continual process, but dwelling solely on 
tho all-sufficient object of Absolute and Perfect Being. From 
the world in which his thought reposed, growth and decay 
were exiled far, into a region which Pure Being did not 
enter, a world of nothingness, which yet seemed to satisfy the 
minds of ordinary men, who trusted in the blindness of opinion 
and sense, and lived amongst contradictions, For in this 
lower world of opinion, opposite principles ever strove, light 
and darkness, heat and cold. But Pure Being is one, a 
rounded whole, perfect and. full, identical with the Absolute 
Mind. The only symbol of Parmenides is the Perfect Sphere. 

The main effort of Plato’s dialectic, as is well known, is to 
bring these opposite poles of thought, the Elcatie and Ionian, 
into organic and well-balanced harmony. In its most abstract 
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conception it is the problem of the one and the many (тёр Adyov 
&yijpev 7400s map’ piv), or of motion and rest. In this effort 
he was assisted by the Pythagoreans, who had already found a 
sort of middle term in number. 

The doctrine of Parmenides does not enter directly into the 
Theætetus, from which the discussion of it is expressly ex- 
cluded: but his influence is notwithstanding present in the 
Megarian method, which was in part derived from Zeno 
(see above), in whose hands the One had acquired a negative 
power, and was used rather to distinguish than to compre- 
hend, so becoming rather the form than the sole object of 
thought. This Eleatic influence appears chiefly (1) in the 
relentless way in which sensation and motion are reduced to 
nothingness, and because they have no unity are shewn to 
present no object to the mind: (2) in the crowning point of 
the dialogue, where it is admitted that there are universal 
perceptions of pure mind, and that Being is the principal of 
these: (3) in the paradox about false opinion, which is similar 
to that of Zeno about motion, —not ‘it is impossible for a thing 
to be in two places at once,” but ‘it is impossible to know and 
not to know at the same time, —and is solved in the same 
way by reverting to the conception of degrees: (4) in the 
form of argument with which this paradox is enforced, ó ëv yé 
тї dpGv бу rı бр@: (5) in the question about the whole and its 
parts, pp. 203, 204. 

But it is rather in the objective side of Plato's teaching 
that the doctrine of Parmenides and Zeno is examined and 
brought to bear. 

IlI. Protagoras, who gives to the inquiry in the Theætetus Protago- 
its subjective turn, and some part of its dramatic interest, had '®® 
died at the age of seventy, some ten or twelve years before the 
trial of Socrates, which is the supposed date of the conversation. 
The real share borne by him in the dialogue is less than ap- 
pears at first sight. It is to his “ disciples" that the doctrine 
of sense based on that of motion is attributed, and though he 
is made to bear the brunt of the attack, because the guardians 
whom he has left will not defend his “ orphan” theory, yet 
when challenged to meet him upon his own ground, Socrates 
falls back upon the saying quoted at first, “ Man is the mea- 
sure of all things," and the explanation of it, * Things are to 
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me as they appear to me, and to you as they appear to you.” 
The same words occur also in the Cratylus. This, then, is all 
that we can with any certainty point to in this dialogue as 
Protagorean, except the name of his treatise ’AAj@ea, the 
sceptical fragment about the existence of the gods, and per- 
haps опе or two rhetorical words, such as peyaAetorépos, z0Àv- 
dparos. For it is evideut that the doctrine of motion and 
becoming, which he is said to have entrusted to his disciples 
“in a mystery,” (cf. Cratyl. p. 413, quoted above, p. xliv. n. b), 
cannot have been extant in his writings. It is therefore sur- 
prising to find Sextus Empiricus representing the tenets of 
Protagoras in language closely resembling that used in the 
Theztetus. The wonder is abated, however, if we reflect 
that there was really a very close affinity between Protagoras 
and the Cyrenaics, and that of this affinity Plato is in this 
dialogue the interpreter. Aristotle follows Plato in identify- 
ing the theories of Protagoras and Heraclitus. And there are 
thus three sources, independent of Protagoras, from which the 
account of Sextus may have been derived: the Cyrenaics, the 
Thestetus, and Aristotle. .The similarity of the language in 
which different sensationalist theories are described in later 
times may possibly indicate the influence of this very dialogue 
in fixing the terminology of that section of thought. 

It is therefore the more interesting to examine the one 
saying of Protagoras which is here preserved: mávræv xpnud- 
Twv pérpov üávÜpomov elvat, тёр pev Óvrev ûs ёсть, rv 0? pù őv- 
tov ûs ойк gor. Might not this seem at first sight to imply 
something less than the absolute relativeness of knowledge? 
Might it not even be interpreted to mean, “ quod semper, quod 
ubique, quod ab omnibus?" In answer to this it may be re- 
marked, first, that Protagoras appears so far at least to have 
interpreted his own saying, és ola pé» épol daíverai, тоайта 
piv сти êuol, ola dè col, тоаайта òè ad col. But it may be 
added, secondly, that the distinction between the race and the 
individual, between the general term ** man," and the singular 
term “this man," was probably not distinctly present to his 
mind. When we reflect on the absence of any abiding con- 
sciousness of the universal and of the distinction between ab. 
stract and concrete, exhibited, for instance, in the first answer 
of Theætetus, or in the attempt of Meno to define virtue, it 
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becomes evident that the term man, thus barely used by a 
popular teacher, would naturally call up the idea, not of 
human nature or of the human mind, nor of the race col- 
lectively, but of “а man,” “this or that man,” an individual, 
“you or me,” not however conceived of as an individual, nor 
consciously distinguished from any abstract or generic notion 
of man, but simply present to the imagination. [Cf. rod àv- 
Өр@тоу, Thuc. I. 140, which does not correspond to the modern 
generic use of the word.] 

Protagoras saw that men were weary of systems which had 
no reference to human life, and seemed to make knowledge 
unattainable. He saw persons teaching astronomy and the 
nature of Being to those who wanted to learn how to become 
able and successful citizens. Like other popular teachers, he 
had a keener eye for the immediate wants of those who came 
to him than for the truth, of which, however, he is not to be 
supposed a careless lover. The theory of Parmenides, which 
had its warm advocates at Athens, was one purely objective; 
although beginning and ending in the mind, it was wholly in- 
dependent of any human standard: the highest aim for man 
was to rise by pure thought into the world of being. 

Protagoras felt, like Socrates, that the truth which man 
requires is relative to man, but, unlike Socrates, he made this 
the end and not the starting-point of his inquiry, and instead 
of searching by reflection for that one truth by which man 
ought to live, he was contented with inferring that truth was 
variable, according to the common notion, “ many men, many 
minds." 

From the pit of scepticism into which Philosophy was thus 
in danger of being lowered, the impulse given by Socrates to 
speculative inquiry rescued it, and by vindicating the unity of 
truth, and the importance of the search for it to human life, 
gave to the old philosophies their true weight and significance 
through the Dialectic of Plato. 

As embodied in the Thestetus, however, the above doctrine 
receives some fresh characteristics, first as being made the 
type of a contemporary theory, and being interwoven with 
that of Heraclitus; secondly, as holding one side of an anti- 
thesis, which gives a sharpness and precision to the term áv- 
Openos, as equivalent to ёкатто$ judy, which it probably had not 
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when first used ; and, thirdly, by being pushed to its minutest 
results, according to the Megarian method,—not only ‘ man’ 
but ‘ each man,’ not only so, but ‘ every creature,’ and even the 
same person at different times. 

The name of Gorgias (of Leontini, who flourished В. С, 480, 
and is said to have been alive at the death of Socrates) does 
not appear in the Thesetetus, and there is no distinct allusion 
to him. But his denial of absolute Knowledge and Being t, in 
which he was followed by Antisthenes, finds a place in the indi- 
rect refutation of Protagoras’ assertion of relative truth. The 
passages in which this appears most distinctly have been already 
noticed (Theat. pp. 161, 183.) Не would also be included 
amongst the professors of rhetoric who busied themselves about 
such questions as, Is a King happy ? 

Other names which might be enlarged upon are those of 
Euthydemus (who seems to have been a still more worthy pre- 
decessor of Antisthenes) and Prodicus. 


§ 4. 

But the person of Socrates is more interesting than any fur- 
ther scraps of theory. It is this which almost equally with 
the spirit of the author himself gives life and depth to what 
might otherwise be a barren conflict of opinion and method. 
From behind the ironical mask of the Elenchus, as preserved 
by Euclides, there peep forth characteristics of the man 
Socrates, which awake the reader’s imagination, and rouse in 
him a kindred spirit of inquiry. The way in which this nega- 
tive method is represented as a preparatory exercise, ridding 
the mind of the lumber of its crude notions, the humorous form 
in which this is expressed, the courteous, but relentless manner 
in which the method itself is followed, the eager interest shown 
in the development of a young mind, the kindly sympathy 
mixed with playful irony with which Thestetus is treated 
throughout: above all, the enthusiastic joy with which the 
acknowledgment is welcomed in one so young, that there is 
something which the mind itself perceives without the senses, 
belong to Socrates alone. The very soul of the representation 
is a part of him. Beneath the negative and destructive seeming 
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there is a sober earnestness of belief, which breaks out in such 
passages as that about the Divine life, a belief in the existence 
of truth somewhere, and in the all-importance of the search for 
it, whieh we feel to be due above all other men to Socrates. 
The very form of this inquiry, as consisting in self-questioning, 
which we associate with Socrates, is adverted to more than 
once (o) ÓvaxoAaívovres, GAAG TG дит: ђраѕ aùroùs eferatovres— 
Bacavifopev ) айтай dva\auBdvovres, pàXXov 0? Huds avrovs.) 
The conception of a definition at once simple and exhaustive 
as the end to be attained by every inquiry, also belongs to him. 
Cf. Ar. Met. M. 1079 a. bo yáp ёоти й ris dv ánoboí Xoxpá- 
тє öıkalws, rois т’ émaxrixods Aóyovs каї то dplCecOat kaÓóAov. 
тадта yap ёст dude тєрї üpyiv emornuns. 

It deserves to be noticed here that critics have found in the 
picture of the dwarfed, shrewd, practical spirit, an allusion to 
Lycon, or to some other of the enemies of Socrates, as they 
have seen in the contrasted image of the philosophic life, partly 
a praise of Socrates, partly a trace of Plato’s residence at Me- 
gara. 

The person of Thestetus is also an important element. Thextetus. 
Whether or not, as seems probable, the dialogue contains a 
tribute of affection to a friend and pupil who was no more, the 
reader is certainly intended to dwell with admiring interest 
upon his character. His dangerous state is the subject of the 
most anxious solicitude to the persons who meet us on the 
threshold: they say of him that he has fulfilled the promise of 
Socrates, who augured most nobly of his future; and presently 
we are invited to view his portrait as a youth by the hand of his 
own master Theodorus, who ascribes to him the very combina- 
tion of qualities described by Plato in his Republic'as the ideal 
of the philosophic nature. We find Socrates in love with his 
mind at first sight, and still more delighted with him as the 
argument proceeds.—Theetetus is described by later writers 
as а great mathematician, who taught at Heraclea, after the 
times ofthe Peloponnesian war, and as the author of the first 
treatise on the five regular solids ; and is said to have heard 
Soerates and to have been the companion of Plato. The latter 
fact may possibly have been derived from this dialogue, but it 
is at least natural to identify the persons, especially from the 
aptness for mathematics shown by the youth at the opening of 
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the inquiry. If we are right in doing so, a passage in the Re- 
public (р. 528.) acquires a fresh interest from the fact mentioned 
above, that Theztetus wrote the first treatise on the regular 
solids. When Plato says that the geometry of solids is yet in 
its infancy, but that he does not despair of its being discovered, 
we are tempted to suspect an allusion to the labours of his 
friend ». 

What have we then in Theætetus? A youth, whom, as the 
Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist afterwards remarks, no cor- 
ruption of sophistry could long withhold from the belief in 
true ideas and the endeavour to grasp them, but full of per- 
plexity and wonder (a proof of this very impulse) at the con- 
flict between common sense, sceptical difficulties, and specula- 
tive enquiry, which he heard waged around him, and which 
found an echo within his mind. Yet until encouraged and 
helped by Socrates, he is unable to state his opinion on an 
abstract question, except in a subject which he has systemati- 
cally studied, viz. geometry, in which he and his fellow-pupil 
have lately with some labour arrived at a generalised expression. 
But in this and in the other special studies which he has pur- 
sued, his master Theodorus has found in him qualities which 
are rarely combined, acuteness and gravity, gentleness and 
courage, a mind unruflled, rapid and unerringly successful in 
its application to learning and inquiry ; and a spirit of gene- 
rosity unaffected by reverses of fortune. 

Thestetus, though a mere boy, is the most desirable of 
pupils for Philosophy, both as possessing all the requirements of 
the philosophic nature, and because without being yet irrevo- 
cably devoted to any special pursuit, he amply fulfils the con- 
dition, unöets йуєоџётрттоѕ eloirw. (See Rep. B. vii.) 

The choice of Theodorus as an interlocutor (not to dwell upon 
the tradition that Plato had studied under him) connects itself 
with the same belief in the importance of geometry as an intro- 
duction to dialectic, though in Theodorus it had not led to this 
result, Theodorus is also (as already noticed) of Cyrene, the 
town of Aristippus, and professes himself a friend of Protagoras. 

§ 5. | 
Such appear to be the external elements of the Theretetus ; 
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possessing also a more general interest because they supply us 
with indications of the influences which had surrounded Plato 
himself, the phases of thought by which his mind had been at- 
tracted or repelled, and with some of which it had been per- 
haps almost identified; but to each of which he could now 
assign its due place and value in the progress of the mind 
towards true ideas, or, to use his own image, in its conversion 
out of the dark cave and prison of sense to mount upwards 
towards the world of Being. 

It is not enough to have taken a work like this to pieces. 
That is only a step towards viewing it as a whole. 

1. After a preface in which the Megarian tendency of the The Argu- 
dialogue is indicated, a youth of philosophic genius is brought "е1. 
into contact with the prophet of Greek thought. The mind of 
the youth is not * a sheet of blank paper," for besides the or- 
dinary povorxy and yupvactixy, he has been instructed by 
Theodorus in geometry and other sciences, and has been 
stimulated to inquiry by hearing the report of questions raised 
by Socrates, while he is dizzy with wonder at the contradic- 
tions in common language and ideas pointed out by other 
teachers (compare the state of Glaucon in the Republic). But 
though anxious he is wholly unable to give a simple and com- 
prehensive (i. e. abstract and general) definition of knowledge. 

Soerates, therefore, approaches him in his character of man- 
midwife, professing no wisdom of his own, but only the power 
of bringing to the birth the minds of young men labouring 
with new thoughts, and of determining afterwards whether the 
birth be real or imaginary. Under this curious symbol there 
is expressed not only Plato’s theory of education, which recurs 
in the figure of the cave and elsewhere, but also the conscious- 
ness of that which distinguishes this dialogue, and in a less 
degree other parts of Plato. Although it would be too much 
to say that he possessed the idea of the History of Philosophy 
in the modern sense, he approaches more nearly to it than any 
ancient writer except Aristotle. No one but Plato could have 
conceived and executed the design of showing the relation of 
different theories to each other, and the order of their succes- 
sion, by representing them as gradually developed in an indi- 
vidual mind. Each theory, though negatived, is not anni- 
hilated, it has a real importance assigned to it as a stage in the 
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progress of the human intellect. This power of tracing the 
evolution of thought Plato preserved from Socrates, while he 
retained the negative elenchus in common with Euclides. The 
union of both is expressed in the above metaphor, and cha- 
racterises all that follows. 

2. Thesetetus’ first real answer, * Knowledge is Sensation," 
though spontaneous at the moment, is the expression of a cur- 
rent theory, (that of the men called here ** disciples of Prota- 
goras," probably including Aristippus.) 

Socrates finds in it the doctrine of Protagoras, ** A man the 
measure of what is," which comes to this, Appearing is reality : 
for what appears to me, is to me. 

But this is shown to have been only the popular side of a 
deeper doctrine, which is appealed to by the current theory, 
viz. that nothing exists, but all things are ever passing into 
their opposites, or in other words, Motion is the world. This 
is supported by all but universal consent, and by the testimony 
of Nature, (according to Heraclitean interpretation.) 

The union of these two principles enables us to conceive of 
Sensation as a relative process. Each sensation or perception 
arises relatively both to the individual and to other sensations 
or perceptions. 

Unless we admit that ‘more’ and ‘less,’ ‘greater’ and 
‘smaller, аге wholly relative, and are therefore subject to con- 
tinual change, we shall contradict the self-evident axiom, that 
nothing can become more while it is equal to itself. 

'Thezetus' curiosity is now fully awakened, and he is pre- 
pared to receive a more complete statement of the doctrine, 
care being first taken not to let any of those ‘ profane" ones 
hear who believe only in things bodily, and not in the invisible 
process. 

The motion which is the world is active and passive, and 
both kinds are infinite. From the perpetual conjunction of 
these there arise perpetually sensations and sensible things. 
The active and passive elements are slower, the twin births are 
swifter, for they flit to and fro between them. Not that the 
active and passive elements are anything, except as producing 
that which thus arises from them; nay, active may become 
passive, and vice versá. Being therefore disappears, and all 
things become, and perish, and change. This applies to sorts 


INTRODUCTION. lvii 


as well as to individual things. “ Borne by the gale" of the argu- 
ment, we even merge the Good and Noble in the universal flux. 

Theætetus, however, does not rebel, and some further difficul- 
ties, occasioned by the phenomena of dreams, disease and mad- 
ness, are triumphantly solved. Every such illusion is real to the 
subject of it at the moment. This appears most evidently in the 
case of the sick man’s palate. At the same time the theory of a 
process between subject and object is more distinctly worked out. 
And the birth of ''heztetus' first-born is pronounced complete. 

3. To the surprise of Theodorus, Socrates now begins to 
criticise it. 

The saying of Protagoras levels all distinctions as to wisdom, 
and makes argument absurd. 

Theodorus is in vain challenged to reply to this, and Thew- 
tetus confesses himself staggered. 

But Socrates again changes sides, and finds fault with the 
objection, as begging the question and daring to appeal to 
common sense. 

The theory is, therefore, again examined in the form, Sensa- 
tion is Knowledge. 

After touching on the difficulty of sounds and characters 
heard and seen but not understood, Socrates dwells on the 
сазе of an object of sight remembered but not seen. 

(As Theodorus still hangs back, Socrates acts the part of as- 
sailant and respondent in one.) 

The advocate of sense is driven to admit that it is possible to 
know and not to know the same thing. He might be reduced 
many times even to worse extremities (and that on the ground 
he has himself chosen) by a merciless Eristic adversary. 

Still a defence of Protagoras is possible. He is not-bound to 
commit himself to the answers of Themtetus. Memory, he 
might say, is far inferior in vividness to the present impres- 
sion. And it is by no means certain that he would have been 
afraid to admit that the same man may know and be ignorant 
of the same thing. Or rather he would deny that an indi- 
vidual viewed in different relations, or under different condi- 
tions, is the same man. But he would challenge us to prove 
directly either that sensation is not relative to the individual, 
or that, if it is relative to him, it does not follow that the object 
of it is real to him and to him only. 
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Differences of wisdom there assuredly are both in individuals 
and states, and in plants also, but they are differences -not in 
the reality, but in the excellence of impressions, customs, or 
conditions. To alter these from worse to better is the work of 
the wise teacher or statesman or husbandman. In conclusion 
Protagoras would demand fair treatment, as the contrary leads 
only to the hatred of inquiry. 

4. That his demand may be complied with, Theodorus is at 
length ‘compelled’ to engage, and Protagoras’ own words are 
selected for criticism, no advantage being taken even of the ` 
admission, that there are degrees of wisdom, which was made 
in his name. 

* What seems to each is true for him.’ It seems to all men 
that some think truly and some falsely. This was the drift 
of our appeal to common sense. It follows that whether Prota- 
goras is right or wrong, some think truly and some falsely. 

Further, if Protagoras’ saying is true for him, it is false for 
all men besides. But he confirms their judgment who say that 
he himself thinks falsely and they truly. His saying then is 
true for nobody. 

5. The weight of his authority still makes us pause. But 
one thing is clear, that the strength of the theory we are 
considering lies in the region of sense, and, as regards the 
state, in the sphere of Jaw and custom ;—if it gives way at any 
point, it is in the decision of such questions as, What is 
wholesome? What is expedient? A partial Protagoreanism, 
relinquishing the latter ground, but still maintaining the former, 
seems to have been held by some. 

—-— The magnitude of the question that is thus stirred up 
reminds us of the blessedness of the life which has leisure for 
such inquiries. The digression which follows at once affords a 
rest, and by the elevation of its tone prepares the mind for the 
higher thoughts which are in reserve. It is of itself a sufficient 
answer to those who restrict the idea of Truth to particular 
impressions,—pointing upwards to the pattern in the Heavens 
and onwards to the life beyond the grave.— We proceed to 
apply the test indicated above. Even those who assert that 
what is Lawful is purely conventional dare not seriously assert 
this of what is Good. 

To put the same admission more generally. In every judg- 
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ment which, like the calculation of expediency, regards the 
Future, there is the possibility of error. Even if we make the 
impression of the moment the test of what is true, that im- 
pression, when the moment comes, proves one man to have 
been right in his anticipation and another wrong. This is 
practically admitted by Protagoras himself, whenever he gives 
advice to a young speaker. 

6. An inroad is thus made into the enemy’s territory, but 
his last stronghold is not yet taken. We have found some- 
thing independent of sensation, but the “ truth” of sensation 
itself is not yet overthrown. The Heraclitean principle of 
motion is therefore grappled with. For its Ephesian sup- 
porters give us no hold. Theodorus describes the wavering 
mysticism of these modern Heracliteans, “ no friends of his.” 
And Socrates resumes what was said at first of the antiquity 
of the doctrine, adding that there have been a few who, like 
Parmenides, have stood out against it, and that our present 
position is the dangerous middle-ground between two armies. 
Before closing with the slippery ‘movement party” we arm 
ourselves by distinguishing two kinds of motion : locomotion and 
change. They must admit that all things move in both these 
ways, or else there would be a way in which they stood still. 
In the former statement of the theory, sensation and quality 
were described as flitting between object and subject. But 
now at the same time that they flit, they must also change. 
Therefore in the very moment when we are naming them they 
have become different. Every name is therefore false as well 
as true: e. g. When I say sensation is Knowledge, it is equally 
true to say Not-sensation, i.e. according to the theory, Not- 
Knowledge. Thus the boasted Infinity of Motion becomes the 
indeterminateness, i. e. the nothingness of Sense. Every thing 
is nothing in particular. 

7. We are now wholly free from Protagoras and from the 
doctrine of motion. But instead of advancing at once to ex- 
amine Parmenides, Socrates proceeds with the main argument, 
and Theodorus is accordingly released. The truth is, there is 
still some intermediate ground to travel. We have risen above 
sensation, but the problems connected with Opinion as such 
(8ófa, as independent of aïoðnoıs) remain to be solved. 

Thestetus must first be made conscious of the existence of 
pure acts of thought. To this consciousness he rises easily, 

ha 
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when, reverting to sensation for a moment, Socrates proves to 
him that the eye and ear are only the instruments of the mind. 
There are some ideas common to the objects of different senses, 
which are perceived concerning them without any such instru- 
ment. These the mind itself, reviewing the impressions of 
sense, immediately contemplates. ‘ Being’ is the most general 
of them, and is found in company with all the rest. They in- 
clude also that perception of what is good, to which reference 
has been already made. 

The enthusiasm with which this acknowledgment is welcomed 
marks it as the highest point actually gained in the dialogue. 
It is with this that the more advanced teaching of the Sophista 
immediately connects itself. 

The contrast between the contemplation of these ideas by the 
mind, and the particular impressions of the senses, throws the lat- 
ter still further into the shade, and we no longer cast our glances 
backwards, but advance eagerly as into a new-found world. 

We examine opinion, not now as it is bound up with sense, 
but as the pure act of the mind. 

8. But all our efforts to grasp the idea of knowledge here 
only tend to show that Opinion like sensation is indeterminate. 

Protagoras said that all men think rightly. This we inter- 
preted to mean that sense is knowledge, and disposed of it 
rather summarily by a ‘reductio ad absurdum.’ But the same 
difficulty now returns upon us in a more abstract form. How 
is false opinion possible? Considered quite in the abstract, it 
seems impossible. For whenever we think, our thought is 
known to us, and real. Or, if thinking be a silent proposition, 
it seems impossible that we should join two ideas wrongly 
when both are clearly present to the mind. 

We must descend again from this region of pure thought, 
and have recourse to the conception of degrees of knowledge 
and of a process between the mind and sensible things. (For 
otherwise (as Aristotle says) Thought is like a straight line 
passing over things, not like a curve embracing them.] False 
opinion will thus be the failure of the mind in bringing together 
the impressions of sensation and memory. But it is shown by an 
example that it is possible to mistake between two things, both 
of which are laid up in the mind. Therefore we must conceive 
of a more subtle process between the mind and its own ideas, 
which it may possess without actually grasping them ai any 
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particular time. But when we look steadily at the image we 
have called up we find that the same difficulty returns. The 
mind is ignorant of that which is present to it. For, if I bave 
grasped the wrong idea, how do I not know it for what it is? 
or if an unreal one, how, when I have grasped it, do I not 
know it to be unreal? The succession of such images must be 
continued to infinity. 

The lesson drawn from this is, that we cannot define false 
opinion until we have defined knowledge. I.e: Opinion in its 
own nature is wholly Indeterminate. This is evident at once, 
if we examine true opinion. An opinion without any real 
grounds may yet happen to be true. 

9. This leads the way to the last unsuccessful effort to de- 
fine knowledge from the subjective side. Something more than 
true opinion is required to constitute knowledge. What is that 
‘something тоге?” The answer is ready. Knowledge is true 
opinion with an account of its object ( perà Adyov). The mind 
surveying its impressions (see above) cannot give an account of 
the individual objects of sense; it can only name them; but 
the complex ideas of the various relations of these are expressed 
in propositions. These therefore alone are the objects of know- 
ledge. Or, more physically, the elements of all things cannot 
be known, but the combination of these in Nature is the object 
of Knowledge. 

This theory is first tested in the case of letters d syllables, 
from which it seems to have been derived. The elementary 
sounds certainly cannot be analysed, but are they therefore 
unknown? If separately unknown how are they known to- 
gether? Is the complex independent of its elements? Can a 
whole be thus conceived of without its parts? If, as appears 
probable, the expressions, for instance, ‘all the six, ‘all of 
the six, and ‘the whole of the six, (ra тарта, rè тар, rè 
бАор,) are synonymous, and the whole cannot be considered 
as separable from its parts, then, if the syllable is known, so 
are its constituent sounds. The simple is equally known 

_with the complex. But if the whole differs from the all, 
and is separable from its parts, then it is one and uncom- 
pounded, that is, a new element. The complex is equally un- 
known with the simple. Experience points to the former alter- 
native. In learning grammar or music, we did not know the 
combinations until after we had learned the letters or notes. 
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[In this conclusion a kind of reality seems to be again 
awarded to the objects of sense, not as they give rise to ever 
varying impressions, but as they are perceived by the mind, 
which imparts to each of them its own stamp of unity. At the 
same time ideas of relation are shown to have as much and 
as little reality as simple ideas, and in the pla ldda ûuépıoros а 
glimpse is afforded of the transcendent ideal world. If we 
compare the Sophist, Philebus and Republic, Plato’s doctrine 
appears here in a rudimentary form. He wavers between ab- 
stract and concrete, the one and the many. The necessity is 
not yet felt of finding an expression for the relation between 
the ideal and actual.] 

10. But, though this theory is rejected, the above definition 
of knowledge may still be true. What is the ‘account’ (Adyos) 
required in it? It cannot be the mere reflexion of thought in 
language. For this power is possessed by all men. Nor is it 
the analysis of the complex by the enumeration of its elements. 
For this may be done rightly in one case and wrongly in another 
where the elements are the same. But knowledge is infallible. 
Nor, lastly, is it, what seems plausible at first sight, the com- 
prehension of the distinctive difference. For this is essential 
to right opinion. And if it is meant that we must have know- 
ledge, and not opinion merely, of the distinctive difference, the 
term knowledge still remains to be defined. 

What then is the result of the inquiry? The answer is sim- 
ply that given by Socrates, The mind of Thestetus is prepared 
for better things. Difficulties have been undoubtedly raised, 
such as Plato really felt, and which were silenced rather than 
solved by the contemplation of the Idea of Good; (e. р. the dif- 
ficulty about false opinion.) Hypotheses have been advanced 
which he knew to be really valuable, and the equivalents of 
which have frequently satisfied the human mind, (e. g. the hy- 
pothesis expressed in the figure of the waxen block.) But 
Plato does not rest in these uncertainties, and is by no means 
satisfied. Nor is it by any means his inteniion to point out 
the hopelessness of the attempt to define Knowledge. What 
he does point out is the impossibility of conceiving Knowledge 
apart from its object. The perception of the existence of Ideas 
of Being and Goodness, of sameness and difference, likeness 
and unlikeness, and of number, which is just touched upon, is 
the first step towards the construction of that transcendental 
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world, the contemplation of which, in the light of the Idea of 
Good, is Knowledge according to Plato's highest conception of 
it (èv тё yrocrQ reAevraía ù Tod дуабо® ldéa). Whether or not 
he had attained to this when the Thestetus was written, (he 
had probably advanced some way towards it), the fact is cer- 
tain that he was not satisfied with any lower or less triumphant 
view. The meaning and the merits of that final theory do not 
fall under discussion here. 


$ 6. 

The genuineness of the Theætetus has never been seriously Genuine- 
questioned. То put its authenticity in the strongest possible" 
light, it stands or falls with the Republic. No difficulty that 
may arise in assigning to it its chronological position, or in re- 
conciling special points of teaching or method, can countervail 
the inward harmony, the manifold coincidences of thought and 
style, the incommunicable grace and beauty, the intensity of 
inquiry relieved with ever present humour, which bind this 
and the other greater dialogues to the greatest, making them 
one living individual whole. 


$7. 

The comparative study of Plato's dialogues is of importance Relation 
not so much as leading to a chronological arrangement, to- F^ mni 
wards which little progress has been made, but rather as 
throwing light upon his manner of dealing with a subject and 
his mode of composition generally. There are fallacies inci- 
dental to the study of one dialogue, which the comparison of 
others will remove: extreme views are thus corrected, asser- 
tions modified, the unevenness of the whole surface becomes 
more evident, as well as the inherent unity, and we become 
more cautious in speaking of *Plato's view? of this or that 
point; and also in taking literally his development of the 
tenets of this or that school. It becomes apparent too, on a 
wider survey, that more varieties of thought existed around 
Plato than we have names for, or than can be easily summed 
up in one or two formule. And at every step we become more 
convinced that no limit can be assigned to his fertility either 
of imagination or thought. Such a comparison is the natural 
and necessary test of every hypothesis regarding any single 
dialogue. 

Schleiermacher linked the Thestetus and Gorgias as com- 
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panion treatises: but when read without the bias of his pe- 
culiar scheme, they do not present features of very close re- 
lationship. The interest of the Gorgias is less philosophical 
and more dramatic, approaching even to comedy. In the 
Theætetus we breathe the serene atmosphere of friendship and 
peace ; in the Gorgias, Socrates is engaged in his ironical war- 
fare. The Gorgias annihilates rhetoric and the vulgar belief 
in success which was its food; the Thestetus is a criticism of 
scientific theories, preparing the way for serious philosophical 
inquiry. The Gorgias is written in the strain of the Euthy- 
demus, Protagoras and Meno, and of the first and second 
books of the Republic; the tone of the Thestetus is nearer to 
that of the Philebus and Sophista, and of the sixth and seventh 
books of the Republic. The points of coincidence, and there 
are several, between the two dialogues, have as much of con- 
trast as of resemblance. The vulgar notion of the philosopher, 
which in the Theætetus. is treated with lofty scorn, in the Gor- 
gias is represented with humourous zest. The same may be 
said of the weakness of rhetoric in philosophy ; and the com- 
mon incentives to action, which in the The:tetus are con- 
temptuously dismissed, in the Gorgias are stated at length 
with ironical gravity. Much nearer points of comparison may 
be found in the Philebus, Cratylus, and Meno. 

The Philebus presents the other aspect of the controversy 
between Euclides and Aristippus, the opposition namely be- 
tween pleasure and wisdom taking the place of that between 
sensation and knowledge. But the combatants are viewed 
from an independent height, and the instruments by which 
decision is made and the question solved, are neither Cyre- 
naic nor Megarian, but chiefly Platonic, and partly Pythago- 
rean. A detailed parallel and contrast would extend this 
essay to undue length, but would be useful in illustrating the 
difference between Plato’s earlier and later method, and the 
growth of his psychology. Some light is also thrown by the 
Philebus on the manner in which Plato treats contemporaries 
as witnesses to a truth, for which he has himself found a fuller 
expression. 

In the Cratylus Socrates is seen moderating between the 
modern Heraclitean and the Sophistical or conventional 
view of language: thus a point of opposition is found be- 
tween the doctrines which are blended in the Thestetus. 
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The Heraclitean ог ‘natural’ theory is ironically set forth at 
great length; and etymology is tortured so as to bear witness 
to the flux of all things. The account given in the Cratylus 
of the earlier and later Heraclitean dogmas has been already 
quoted. The Cratylus, after acknowledging that there is a 
conventional element in language, and that it may possibly 
have no better foundation than the theory of a flux, ends, like 
the Thesetetus, with a sort of ‘dream’ of the Ideas. 

The Meno opens with the difficulty which haunts us in the 
Thestetus, How can one inquire about what he does not 
know? It is there solved by the half-mythical hypothesis of 
Recollection, to which the slave is made to bear unconscious 
testimony. This seems to throw some light upon the words 
of the Theztetus (which appear to be partly set aside as the 
dialogue proceeds), “ I leave out of sight the intermediate pro-' 
cesses of learning and forgetting, as beside our present pur- 
pose." (p. 188.) The image of the waxen block, which seems 
to take up what is thus reserved, makes it appear doubtful 
whether these words are meant to hint at any further theory. 
But a Megarian philosopher would probably know how to dis- 
tinguish between pavOdvew and pabeiv, émAavOdverOat and èm- 
ХеАђсдог. (р. 191.) 

It is of more importance, however, to examine the nature of 
the connexion hinted by Plato himself between the Theetetus, 
Sophista and Politicus. There is much substantial correspond- 
ence between the Thestetus and Sophista, which may be re- 
garded as complementary to each other. In the Theætetus 
Knowledge is reduced to its elements; the aim of the Sophista 
is to point out the inadequacy of analysis as a method of Know- 
ledge, and to harmonize opposite ideas, Being and Not-Being, 
Rest and Motion. The one dialogue is the basis of Plato's sub- 
jective, the other of his objective teaching. Heraclitus and 
Protagoras are examined in the one, Parmenides is brought to 
the test in the other. The Thestetus dwells chiefly on 
mental processes, the Sophista chiefly on ideas. The one is 
concerned with Knowledge, the other with Being. The possi- 
bility of false opinion is the cardinal difficulty of the опе: the 
existence of the non-existent is the corresponding source of 
perplexity in the other. The highest point touched in the 
former dialogue is that there are ideas which the mind 
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itself contemplates unaided by sense, and which, it is hinted 
afterwards, have each of them an indivisible unity. These 
ideas or nobler elements are the foundation of the chief specu- 
lations in the latter. And the Megarian method of criticism 
which reigns almost unquestioned in the Theztetus, in the So- 
phista becomes criticised in its turn. 

There is also an obvious bond of connexion between the So- 
phista and Politicus. The one is to the intellectual what the 
other is to the social and moral world. As the Sophist is to 
the Philosopher, so is the earthly Statesman to the true King. 

But is there a common link, by which the three dialogues 
are bound in one? There is: and it is one which, though 
subtle, was probably regarded by Plato as of great importance. 
This is the gradual development in them of a dialectical me- 
thod. Indeed, in the Politicus this is expressly spoken of as 
the chief thing, p. 286: viv jui» ў тері rod поћтікод {то 
ёрєка abro rovrov mpoBéBAnrat pàAAov î) rod тєрї парта д:аћєкть- 
котёроъѕ ylyverOat; A similar reason is given for the earnest- 
ness with which minute distinctions are pursued in the Sophist, 
р. 227: GAAG yàp тӯ rûv Aóyev peOddp ттоуушткй$ 3) фарџако- 
zocías ovdty rro» oùdé TL padAov tvyydver pov, el Td yey 
opixpd, TÒ 82 peydàa Tuas ФфєАєї xadaîpov. той ктїтатба yàp 
évexa роду тат®> reqvàv TÒ Évyyevés xal Td ui) £vyyevés karavoetv 
терюрёл тцій mpós тодто èf (cov mácas, kal Üdrepa тёр érépov 
xarà Thy биодттта ovder jyyetra, yeAotórepa, aeuvórepov öé ті Tov 
3û otparnytxis î) POerprorixijs Snrodvra бзүрєүтїкїў ойдёи vevópa- 
кєр, GAN’ ûs тд TOAD xavvórepov. The same spirit of ironical 
disregard of the subject-matter in comparison of the method 
appears in the Theetetus, p. 174 (mingled with a deeper 
irony), where it, is said that the philosopher regards a king as 
a species of herdsman. In the Thestetus also the Socratic 
element of this method is described under the image of 
POLEUTLKT. 

It is easier to perceive the existence of such a dialectical 
growth in the three dialogues than to trace the exact steps by 
which it is developed. 

The mere outline of it is perhaps the following. First, the 
consciousness arises that the aim of all inquiry is to find a 
simple and comprehensive conception of the thing in question, 
(êv, ánAoty—é)l. «де repıAaBetuv—éyl Ady mpooevreiv.) As a 
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means to this the Socratic questioning is set forth as the art of 
* delivering’ the mind. Then after the analysis of sensation, 
the mind is seen reviewing its sensations so as to arrive at 
general notions concerning them (ёраЛоуѓ(єсба—соАЛоуксибѕ.) 
Further on, thought is described as a sort of question and an- 
swer within the mind (mental dialectic). 

Again, the object of Knowledge appears first as a combina- 
tion of unknown elements, then as a simple unity, then as a com- 
bination of which the elements are known, and lastly as a whole 
parted off from others by a distinguishing mark. With this 
conception of Aóyos the Themtetus ends. With the same as- 
sumption that Definition implies Division, the Sophista opens. 
But presently it appears that these unities which are the ob- 
jects of Knowledge (elementary ideas) are not fully known, 
until not only the differences but also the relations between 
them are perceived. I do not know This, until I acknowledge 
the existence of all that is Not-this. The existence even of that 
which is not must be acknowledged, as the condition of all 
existence. But in the Politicus it appears that this is not 
enough, but that the Other things from which the object of 
inquiry is distinguished, must not only be acknowledged as 
‘something different,’ but must each be known in themselves, 
p. 281: mórepov oiv jpiv б mept тїз úpavrixñs Aóyos—ixavós 
éorat Dwopwpévos, av dp а?тђи Tûr éempedecdv, ómócat тєрї riv 
épeüv daîra elol, тїр xadAlorny kal peylotny тат@ь riÓGuev; 
(cf. Theat. 208: Ао тёр ixavàs otpa( co elvat ётод атдоі 
бт то Aaumpóraróv sti тёр Kata rûv oùpavòv lóvrev тєрї yiv.) 
ў Аєуоцієу pèv йу Tı й\т@ё$, où piv cadés ye о?дё réAeov, npiv àv 
xal ravras avrijs zácas nepiéiwpev; This seems to be in ad- 
vance of the method of dichotomy, and may be described as a 
sort of return to the concrete. Compare Phileb. 16: péxpe тєр 
àv тд xar ёруй< ёо pù бт. kal woAAG xal йтєрӣ ёст: póvov ön 
Tis, GAAG каї ómóca. 

And while fulness of conception as well as logical exactness 
is thus shown to be essential to Knowledge, Plato also points 
out the usefulness of the argument from analogy in proceeding 
from the more known to the less known, and from the lower 
to the higher, p. 277 : XaAemnóv © dade, pij парадєѓуџаті 
xpopnevoy ikavûs évdelxvucbai т: тёр petdver. Kivduveder yàp 
ўи» ёкастоѕ olov буар eldws ánavra návr ай пали donep trap 
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dyvoetv. The method of comparison, which was rejected as in- 
sufficient in the simpler and lower sphere, is embraced as the 
means of entrance to the higher: and it is shewn to be the 
part of inquiry not only to separate between things near to- 
gether, but also to detect resemblances in what is remote. 
А more minute investigation of the connexion thus briefly 
sketched would probably repay the student. A slightly dif- 
erent aspect of it has been seized by Professor Thomson. 
Camb. Phil. Tr. vol. X. pt. 1. 

It remains under the present head to consider the re- 
lation of the Theztetus to the account of knowledge which 
Plato gives in the Republic. 

It has been common to speak of the Ideas of Plato as if they 
were the beginning and end of his philosophy ; not only its con- 
summation, but its foundation. But to see them as they were 
presented to him, we must learn to place ourselves behind them, 
and to regard them as a goal aimed at, but hardly reached. 
In the Thestetus he traces some of the steps by which he 
had arrived so.far. He leads us upwards from the dark valley 
of sense, into which however some light from the upper region 
is allowed to penetrate, and makes us feel the difficulty of the 
ascent. We are not lifted at once to an ideal height, from 
which we can look down upon the world (Sophist, p. 216, кабо- 
püvres Uyróüev tov trv като fov): every inch of advance is 
disputed, and we have the firm ground of experience beneath 
our feet. 

Onee, indeed, in the conversation with Theodorus, we 
are permitted to breathe the more serene air of the higher 
life, and mention is made of a Divine Pattern of goodness, 
to which the wise and righteous man becomes conformed. 
Compare Rep. B. IX. ad fin. AAA’, jv ò ёуф, èv oipavQ tows 
парадєуџа ракета TG BovAopév ёрёр кай дрёрт, éavróv кат- 
ow(few. The passage in which this occurs, іп which mention 
is also made of the region of pure souls, is such as vividly to 
recal the Phædo. 

But in the argumentative part, we are led by slow and pain- 
ful steps out of the limitations of sense, and to the last no 
attempt is made to extricate us from its conditions. 

At first we are only permitted to distinguish each individual 
sensation from every other: though binding them together in 
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bundles for the convenience of naming them. Presently per- 
ception and memory are shewn to be separable from sensation, 
but they are still occasioned by it. The “ bonds” are further 
loosened by the observation that in judging of what is expe- 
dient for the future, the present impression of sense is worth- 
less in comparison with reflection: but still the future is rela- 
tive to the present and the past, and the test of past wisdom 
is the impression of the moment when it arrives. Thestetus 
now seizes the great truth that the mind does perceive some 
things, without the instrumentality of the senses; but still 
it perceives them as attributes of the objects of sense. Fur- 
ther inquiry is made into this process of the mind itself. It 
can think truly and also falsely. What difference is implied 
in this? An attempt is made to conceive this by reasoning 
from an abstract alternative (knowledge or ignorance, being or 
not being), but we are compelled to fall back upon the concep- 
tion of a process between sensation and the recollection of 
former sensations, or between different abstractions of the 
world of sense laid up in the memory. 

Lastly, there is allowed to float before the mind the thought 
of an abstract whole; first as consisting of the conbination 
of the indefinite elements of sensible things, then as an indi- 
visible elementary unit arising out of them. But we are re- 
minded that if the combination is known, then its elements 
must be known also. Yet the power of analysis is an inade- 
quate test of knowledge. It is further requisite that the com- 
plete whole, which is the object of thought, be distinguished, 
by its characteristic difference, from every other. 

The nearest approach that is made, in this gradual pro- 
gress, to the doctrine of Ideas, consists in the acknowledgment 
that the mind in contemplating Being and Goodness is its own 
instrument, and in the conception raised for a moment and 
then relinquished, of the abstract whole (uù rà croix eta, GAN’ ёё 
ёкє{ушу ёр тї yeyovds eldos, ldéav plav abro abro êxo»). These 
form the double summit of this ascent, ‘rugged and steep,” 
through experience and reflection towards the ideal world, 
and upon these the etherial structure of Plato's transcendental 
philosophy reposes. In this dialogue the subjective height alone 
is fully reached. Being and Goodness are still seen as relative, 
and the mists of doubt soon close over the momentary glimpse 
of the purely abstract whole as the object of knowledge. 
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Yet the consciousness, clearly brought to light, of the inde- 
terminateness, the changes and contradictions of sense and 
opinion (see Rep. pp. 476, 479, 524), the endeavour to find a 
resting-place from the merely relative view by the Socratic 
method of definition, the reflection upon different processes of 
geometry and arithmetic, the Megarian notion suggested by 
Zeno and Socrates of Being as the Good, the conception of a 
pure act of the mind, and the questions raised about the ele- 
ments, are so many distinct movements in the direction of the 
Ideas. 

The approach is only a partial one, however. Socrates, 
in the Theætetus, speaks of Being as the universal attribute, 
and of goodness and beauty as perceptible by the com- 
parison of the present with the past and future. In the Re- 
public, Being is invested with a sort of Divinity, and the Form 
of Goodness is seen like the Sun in Heaven, giving light and 
colour and shape and nutriment to the supra-sensual world. 
The Ideas are no longer seen from beneath, but have lifted us 
into their own atmosphere. And yet they clothe themselves 
in imagery derived from the exploded doctrine of sensation. 
The sun was the favourite symbol of those who made motion 
their first principle: it is still used in a figure to typify that 
which is above motion. Ав the one principle was imagined to 
be the cause both of perception and life, so the other is con- 
ceived of as the Author both of Knowledge and Being. The 
Heraclitean element appears once again as the fire by whose 
glimmering light the shadows of borrowed forms are cast upon 
the wall of the cave or dungeon in which men lie bound. The 
combination of agent and paticnt in sensation, according to the 
earlier theory, resulted in the twin birth, ever recurring, of 
sensation and sensible thing. The consummation of the Soul’s 
desires in the Ideal World is the Eternal Union of Mind and 
Being, the twin immortal offspring of which are Reason and 
Truth. 

In the Republic, knowledge is shown to be inseparable from 
the reality of its object. And there are two conditions of this 
reality. The object of true Knowledge is, (1) above sense, 
(2) conformable to the Idea of Good. Knowledge is also divided 
into Absolute (or Transcendental) and Scientifick. 


k Two slight discrepancies between serve to be noticed. (1.) In the 
the Thewtetus and the Republic de- Themtetus the word дбҝа is applied to 
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It is unnecessary in this brief sketch to carry our thoughts 
onward to the latest and most complicated stage of Plato’s 
philosophy. But we may allude in taking leave of this subject 
to the wide interval which separates the vague and simple 
notion of the diurnal revolution of the sun and of the sky, from 
the elaborate astronomy of the Timseus, and on the other hand 
to the close parallel which subsists between the doctrine of 
sense which is here rejected as a theory of knowledge, and the 
final theory of sensation as such, in which Pythagorean and 
` other elements are blended with the Heraclitean. (Tim. 43. sqq.) 


$. 7. 


It is manifest that the dialogue in its present form cannot 
have existed earlier than the date of the battle in which Thez- 
tetus is said to have been wounded; and the preface, at least, 
must probably have been written a few years later than this. 

The destruction of the Spartan Mora by Iphicrates and his 
peltasts, an event which Mr. Grote, apparently with good rea- 
son, has placed as late as 390 B.C., seems on the whole to be 
most probably the occasion meant. As the Corinthian war 
continued three years after this, it is possible that some engage- 
ment may have taken place as late as the year 387. But if 
we are driven to suppose a still later date for the scene with 
which the Theztetus opens, the earliest assignable year is 
369 B.C., when the combined forces of the Athenians and 
Lacedemonians and their allies tried to dispute the passage of 
the Isthmus with Epaminondas. 

So far as any arguments can be raised from the dialogue 
taken by itself, the hypothesis that it was written a few years 
later than 390 B.C. is quite satisfactory. It allows sufficient 
time for Plato’s residence at Megara to have become the sub- 
ject of reflection with him, and for his mind to have advanced 
considerably towards its final conceptions. If he was 30 at 
the death of Socrates, he would now be a little over 40. The 
bitterness caused by that event would not yet be mellowed 


mental operations not immediately to practical notions, is used in the 
connected with sensation. In the  Thestetus indifferently of the juror's 
Republic тд аісбутікду and тд ofa- verdict and of the conclusions of the 
стікду are identified. (2.) àp07) défa, — arithmetician. 

which in the Republic is applied only 
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down, or *rubbed off by travel;' and the unwillingness to 
descend * into the cave,' would naturally still give some harsh- 
ness to the contrast between philosophy and Athenian life. 

And even should it be necessary to place the Sophista and 
Politieus much later, the conception of a trilogy or tetralogy, 
though most important (in this case where it is suggested by 
Plato himself) as indieating connexion of thought, does not 
necessitate continuity of composition. No one supposes that 
the CEdipus Tyrannus of Sophocles immediately preceded the 
Coloneus in point of date. (о?ёё Өєатђѕ Фостер mourais, ёпітцитј- 
твр каї &pfwov ётотатє пар pîv.) 

On the other hand, even the year 369 B.C. (though some 
time must surely be allowed for the composition of the dialogue, 
and we read of no battle till the year 368 B.C.) would seem 
from internal evidence considerably too late. Plato would 
then be upwards of 60 years old. He is said to have died in 
347 B.C. at the age of 81 or 82. It seems hardly probable 
that at a time when he must have been putting his thoughts 
into their most perfect shape in the Republic, he should make 
an elaborate return to the ‘elements’ of a rejected philosophy, 
or that the perplexities he had encountered in his sojourn with 
the Megarian philosophers should ‘trouble’ him as they once 
had done, or present themselves to him with the same vividness 
and reality. The slight way in which the two theories ‘that 
wisdom is the good,’ and ‘that pleasure is the good,’ are 
touched upon in Rep. p. 505, 509, contrasts forcibly with the 
earnestness with which in the Thestetus the Cyrenaic theory 
of knowledge is treated as an open question, and the strong 
Megarian influence which is throughout perceptible. And 
while it is most probable that the Thesetetus is written from a 
point of view more advanced than any which is allowed to 
appear in the dialogue itself, it is very difficult to conceive that 
(e. g.) the passage in which the existence and goodness, same- 
ness and difference of things, are shown to be immediately 
perceived by the mind, was written nearly at the same period 
with the account of the Idea of Good in the Republic. (See 
the beginning of B. VII. where the sameness and difference 
(e. g.) of the fingers is spoken of as one of the first perceptions 
of the awakening intellect.) The freshness and individuality 
of the person of Socrates, and the close identification of the 
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method with his teaching are also features which consist better 
with the earlier date. 

The chief difficulty in the way of the above hypothesis is 
connected with the person of Theætetus; who in the convérsa- 
tion with Socrates is represented as a boy of about 16 (yer 
fáxiov) while Euclides and Terpsion speak of him in the preface 
in terms which imply that he was already a distinguished and 
valued citizen and had justified the prophetie words of So- 
crates. (Olov ávópa Aéyets èv kwbóvo elvat'—rotroy ёААбушо>р 
yevéc0a.—àA505 elnev.) If the date of the battle in question 
were earlier than 390 B. C. Thesetetus could hardly have had 
time to fulfil the prophecy of Socrates even in the eyes of his 
personal friends. But an interval of g years does seem suffi- 
cient for this. The youth of 16 would have become a man of 
25, and might well have earned distinction in light-armed 
combat, and in other ways. Some touches in the conversa- 
tion would then acquire additional point. Terpsion has no 
doubt of the prowess of his friend, yet Euclides mentions with 
some pride that men had praised him for his conduct in the 
battle. This praise is also the more natural, if the kind of 
fighting was one comparatively untried, and the occasion one in 
which the national honour of Athens and Sparta was nearly 
concerned. The words, too, єїтєр els jAw(av Abo, have a 
more touching significance, if they apply to one who seems 
likely to be cut off in his prime. 

The difficulty is greater, however, when the notices of later 
writers are taken into account. If Thestetus is supposed to 
recover from his illness and his wounds, the dialogue seems to 
be robbed of a great ornament. And yet Theretetus (the same 
Thewtetus who had heard Socrates and followed Plato) is 
spoken of by Suidas as a distinguished mathematician who 
taught at Heraclea and was the author of the first treatise on 
the five regular solids. That he should be a distinguished 
mathematician before 25, and even a discoverer in geometry, is 
not impossible (for, as Aristotle says, рабттікдѕ uv mais yévoir 
û») but that he should have become a teacher of it in a foreign 
city is less probable, even if he is supposed to live to the age 
of 28. And the complaint of Plato in the Republic, that the 
science of solid geometry was in its infancy, would seem hardly 
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justifiable, if the treatise on the regular solids had been in ex- 
istence so long. 

But (1.) it is not impossible that Theætetus may have so far 
recovered of his wounds as to be able to be a teacher of ma- 
thematics. (2.) The point of the difficulty lies in a late testi- 
топу, a cross-examination of which, if it were possible, might 
place the facts in a different light. 

Still it becomes worth while to examine the hypothesis of a 
later date (368 B. C.), the reasons against which have been 
already mentioned. It may be said in favour of it; (1.) that 
it allows ample time for all Thextetus' distinctions; (2.) that 
a disciple of Plato would fight more willingly with the Lacedze- 
monians on his side; (3.) that Megara was at this time in 
alliance with Athens, and hence it would be natural to expect 
him to put up there. (On the former occasion, however, she 
seems to have been neutral.) 

The preface may be of this date, and yet the chief part of 
the dialogue may be earlier. It may have been sketched 
during Plato’s residence at Megara (éypay/dugv pev Tór є0005— 
#тошлната) and filled up and retouched at intervals (Üsrepov 
6 ката oxoAîv ёрашштскбрєроѕ ёурафоџ) ; and long afterwards 
the preface may have been added to indicate the Megarian 
character of the dialogue. 

Some such conjecture (which in any case is not improbable) 
would seem to be the natural resort, if it became necessary to 
suppose the preface written after 368 B.C. 


§ 9. 

One chief source of difficulty in the Theætetus to the modern 
reader is the imperfect development which it presents of the 
conception of the Proposition!. In the earlier part, the ever- 
varying succession of phenomena, bound up with the ever- 
varying impressions of sense, are only dimly felt to belong to 
any Subject. Indeed as the argument proceeds the unity of 
that which is the subject of different impressions or qualities is 
expressly denied. At a further stage, where the question 
arises, How is false opinion possible, there appears indeed a 


1 YvAAoyigpds in the Theæt. (p. 186) is nearly equivalent to ‘‘ abstraction 
and generalization." 
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sort of consciousness that every act of thought implies a subject 
(p. 188. ojre лєрї тёр dvtwy ойтє aitd каб aré), and that to 
think is to say to oneself, “ This is that ;"—which first shows 
itself in the example, “ I think Thewtetus is Socrates," and is 
afterwards more distinctly expressed where it is said that 
thought is the mind’s silent discourse.™ But that which re- 
mains unnoticed is the relation of subject to predicate in any 
proposition. Thus it.is assumed that when one predicate is 
substituted for another, (as when, in the propositions, “ Yonder 
man is Socrates,” or Thersites was handsome,” the terms 
<“ Socrates" and * handsome” have been substituted by mis- 
take for “ Thextetus” and “ ugly ;") this is the same thing as 
if the terms so confounded were predicated of each other: 
(thus, ** Theztetus is Socrates,” © What is ugly is handsome.") 

The relation between the terms of a proposition where the 
subject is something immediately perceived by sense, is brought 
out afterwards by the image of the waxen block, but the same 
indistinctness still hangs about abstract propositions. The line 
is not clearly drawn between saying, **the sum of 7 and 5 is 
11," and saying “ 11 is 12.” 

Lastly, when it is asserted that the combination of names in 
speech corresponds to the combination of elements in the object 
of knowledge, we are still left in the dark as to the exact 
relation between words or things which is implied in either 
combination. 

This confusion between subject and predicate is, in other 
words, to use Aristotelian language, the confusion of matter 
with form, and of дўла with évépyeua. The subject is all its 
predicates би>йде:, and is that which, together with the oppo- 
site quality, becomes тбдє т. Thus KaAA(as duovcos becomes 
povoixds: hence Callias is in one sense the material part. 

It may be said therefore, that in the earlier philosophy, 
when the matter changes from one form to its opposite, or 
from a privative to a positive state, it is lost sight of that the 
form cannot properly be said to change, and that the matter or 


m A close study of this passage (pp. necessity of getting behind Aristotle 
189, 190) will afford convincing proof (if the expression may be permitted) 
of the indeterminate state of the in order to understand Plato. 
science of logic at this time, and the 
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subject, as such, remains unchanged, while assuming different 
forms. 

1. It is this aspect of the questions raised іп the Thestetus 
which is taken up by Aristotle, who follows Plato in pointing 
out that the views of Heraclitus and Protagoras meet in one. 
Their views are thus identified and criticised at length in two 
very similar passages of the Metaphysics (Г. 1005 b.—1012 b., 
K. 1061 b.—1063 b.), in both of which Aristotle is engaged in 
defending the principle of contradiction. 

The theory of Heraclitus is stated in its most abstract and 
logical form, “ Every thing at once is and is not.” This is at 
first put forward with the qualification, ** Some (i. e. Plato ?) 
think that Heraclitus means this:” but afterwards it is made 
to figure as the Heraclitean theory, “ adopted by many phy- 
sical philosophers." The theory of Protagoras is shown to 
come to the same thing ; for if every man's impression is true, 
then contradictories are true (and not true) together. 

Aristotle does not profess to use direct proof in defence of 
what he assumes to be self-evident and the basis of all rea- 
soning, but he brings forward a number of indirect arguments, 
which throw considerable light upon the nature of the ques- 
tion. These are intended for such persons as really feel the 
difficulty : there are others for whom a more summary method 
is required (oi uv yàp 7e(0ovs дќортол, ої 2 Blas). Amongst 
these arguments there are two which deserve especial notice 
here, as being of a different kind from any which are to be met 
with in the dialogue. (1.) “We will not say that the act of 
predication must either be or not be something, lest they 
should accuse us of begging the question ; but we will say, that 
every predicate means something, and that its meaning is one, 
and not indefinitely various; otherwise language and even 
thought is destroyed. And to predicate it in this one meaning 
of a particular subject is either true or false. Hence, man 
and not man cannot be truly predicated together of the same 
subject." 

(2.) * The difference between the same man's impressions 


п Cf. Hom. Il. B. II. 188, 198. "Ov- — саске wapaoras——*Ov 5 ab öhpov f 
туа uiv Вас:Аӯа кої (foxov dydpa xı- — йуёра 18о: Bodowra т’ ффєйўро, rdv orh- 
хет, tov $' dyavois iméeaow pri. — mrpo фАйсаокеу,биокАйтаакё T€ HOY. 
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at different times regards not the quality, but the subject of it. 
Sweet and bitter are the same to the sick as to the healthy 
man: it is the wine that appears to him at one time sweet and 
at another bitter. The idea of swcet is the same to him in the 
past, present, and future." 

There are other points in which the discussion is charac- 
teristic of Aristotle (as where it is said that the principle of 
motion rests on a too narrow induction; or that if all creatures 
having sensation were destroyed, the universe would still 
exist; or where he points out that the admission of degrees, 
e. g. “nearer and farther from the truth," necessitates a 
standard of truth to which the approach is made); but the in- 
fluence of this dialogue, and of the discussions (Megarian and 
Platonic) which preceded and followed it, is also very apparent. 
The following points of coincidence are worth mentioning : 

(1.) It is assumed as part of the theory, that everything is 
thus and not-thus (ores kal ойу obras.) But this is nearly the 
last point to which the principle of motion is reduced in the 
Thestetus (p.183). Aristotle proceeds to infer that everything 
must be infinite; and this in two ways: first, as “© not-this" 
means *' everything but this,” it follows that everything must 
be everything else °; and, secondly, (with Plato Theat. loc. cit.) 
if ойто kai ovx obras is true, then its contradictory (000' ores 
obre оўу, otros) must also. be true; and this, he adds, must go 
on to infinity. The theory gives an indefinite, that is, a purely 
negative account of Being (rò pi) dv A€yet). 

(2.) Further, in reference to Protagoras it is shown, that in 
making all impressions true, he makes them also false, and his 
own theory amongst the rest. 

(3.) The Heraclitean or Protagorean philosopher is seen to 
avoid tumbling into a ditch. It is evident therefore that he 
acknowledges the distinction between good and bad. Every 
thing then is not equally indifferent. And if there are im- 
pressions to which the theory does not apply, so much has 
been conceded. Ог, “аз Plato puts it," with regard to the 
future, the physician is a better judge of what will prove 
wholesome, than a chance person. 

о wal yiyvera: $) тд 'Avafa*yópov, ^ Heraclitus himself, he would have 


дроб тйута xpipara. Aristotle thinks been compelled to acknowledge its 
that if this argument had been put to force. 
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Aristotle further points out the absolute relativeness of the 
doctrine. They cannot say, “ What appears, is," but “ What 
` appears to me, is to me.” 

The following scattered touches may be quoted without 
comment. 

“The theory of Protagoras is called у тері rà pawópeva dhea.” 

* My eyes may each receive a different impression from the same 
thing." 

* The doubt about the criterion of knowledge is like the question 
whether the waking or the dreaming life is real." 

* Socrates is not a different person for every different attribute." 

“When a thing appears bitter, this is in consequence of a mani- 
fest defect, viz. disease. The one state then, (i. e. the healthy one) 
and not the other, is to be held the measure of things." 

* Language is made impossible." 

“The man thinks thus and not thus: i. e. it is equally true that 
he is not thinking as that he thinks. Не is reduced to the condi- 
tion of a vegetable." 


Lastly, Aristotle, like Theodorus, remarks upon the difficulty 
of reasoning with the men, because they will not lay down 
any thing to start with, and allow it to remain firm. Other 
points of comparison will be mentioned in the notes. In brief, 
Aristotle meets the indefiniteness of the physical and sophistic 
theories by asserting the distinction between form and matter 
and the eternity of form. 

9. But he does not deny that a continual process takes 
place between them, and there is a world in which growth and 
decay, generation and corruption, are ever going on, viz. the 
world of sensible things, which in Aristotle reasserts its reality, 
as being inseparable from the natural forms, and perhaps even 
from the relations expressed in mathematics. 

This is not the place for the discussion of Aristotle's theory 
of becoming. It is enough to notice (1) that he adopts from 
the early philosophers, whom he classes together as upholding 
the material cause, on the one hand the dualism, and on the 
other the indeterminateness of matter (Phys. Ausc. 1.) and 
points out that therefore it can only be the object of know- 
ledge, “ by analogy," with reference to the form. And (2) his 
conception of sensation as a realization of mental life, is very 
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similar to that expressed in the Theetetus. The évépyeca al- 
cOrjcews, which is inseparable from the évépyea аѓс@ттод, is 
the meeting point of active and passive elements in motion. 
(In modern language it is a process between object and sub- 
ject.) But the $arracía or mental image, which accompanies 
sensation but is separable from it in thought, in the Theetetus 
is merged in sensation, although the term is simply the noun 
of файет@а: (pavracta dpa каї aïrðyois тайтбу), but is clearly 
distinguished from it by Aristotle. The distinction is made 
the ground of an argument for the possibility of error P. 

9. The same distinction between matter and form is also 
applied to the solution of the doubt, whether the complex 
whole is one or many, e. g. whether the syllable is all the let- 
ters combined, or something above and beyond them.  Ari- 
stotle shows that neither the parts nor their arrangement can 
create the form of the whole: much rather it is this mould 
which determines the arrangement of the parts. It is prior to 
them, and is eternal and uncreated. They affect the nature of 
the compound thing only by being capable of receiving a cer- 
tain form. 

At this point Plato (in the Thestetus) and Aristotle seem 
almost to touch one another, except that in Aristotle the con- 
ception of the end (тд ой évexa) is bound up with that of the 
form. 

As the tendency in the Theætetus is to rise from the ordi- 
nary notion of an element to that of elementary Ideas, so Ari- 
stotle points out that the universal is in one sense an element : 
(i. e. logically.) (Met. A. 1014 b.) 

4. Among the germs which the Thestetus (like most of 


Р (Met. I. 1010 b: ОЁЗ ў alc@nois where the фаутасіа is false the 84а 
evd)s ToU lBíov ёстіу АА $ qavracía may be true. De Somn. 3. Cf.de An. 
ob тайтду тр aicOqca.) Again, even III. 3. 

The difference between Aristotle and Plato (in this dialogue) on this point 
of psychology, may be illustrated by the following tabular view : 


Aristotle thus traces the gradual Plato distinguishes 

ascent of the human mind from émorhpn 

sense to knowledge: from 
7. copia. when each of which is 
6. &morfgn. These two are in Sófa accompanied by 
5. TÉXYn some cases inseparable. | alaOnas.) фаутааіа. 
4. ёртерќа 
3. whey. 
2. Qarracia. 
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Plato’s dialogues) contains of Aristotelian formulæ, the most 
remarkable is the distinction between possessing and having 
Knowledge, which obviously corresponds to Aristotle’s distinc- 
tion between Knowing and Contemplating (ёт(ттатба, Oewpeiv), 
—his favourite illustration of the difference between posses- 
sion and use, or between a potential and an actual state. No 
such general application is made of it by Plato. The notion 
enters into the Theætetus only as a last ineffectual attempt to 
reconcile the existence of Knowledge with the posssibility of 
error, and it is expressed through an imaginary symbol. But 
the distinction latent in the image between the potential and 
the actual, is the same by which Aristotle afterwards solved 
this and other difficulties, if not finally, yet with admirable 
completeness. 

While Aristotle, in adding the corner stone to the fabric of 
Greek philosophy, could not but draw largely from Plato, either 
immediately or through the discussions of his followers, yet the 
presence in him must be admitted of a wholly distinct element, 
which gives a different value to his speculations, even when in 
substance they coincide. This may be briefly described as the 
determination to be at once logical and matter of fact, the con- 
viction that philosophy must be consistent on the one hand with 
itself, and on the other with experience. This return to common 
sense, so valuable in restoring the balance of philosophy, and 
this subordination of all things to logic, may be viewed partly as 
the natural advance or recoil from the dialectic of Plato, but they 
are partly the culmination of a separate tendency of the Greek 
mind. 

§ 10. 

It has been already noticed, that the completeness with 
which the doctrine of sense is developed in the Theetetus, 
probably influenced the expression of cognate ideas in the 
later period of Ancient Philosophy. Passing with this slight 
remark from the Ancient world, we proceed finally to notice 
in a few words the bearing of the Thestetus upon modern 
metaphysical i inquiry. 

And first it is right to observe the importance of the transi- 
tion. The comparison of Ancient and Modern Philosophy is 
very different from the study of the relations between two 
schools or two periods in either. The links by which they are 
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historically connected are comparatively slender: the external 
similarity, though sometimes obvious, is generally superficial : 
but there is also a deeper analogy, like what may be observed 
between separate kingdoms of nature. 

Modern Philosophy starts from a more inward experience of 
the mind, from a wider and more varied observation of the ex- 
ternal world, than was possible in the days of Thales or even 
of Parmenides. Ancient Philosophy had contributed to this, 
but indirectly. Descartes did not start from the Platonic Idea, 
but from the consciousness of his own highly-wrought mind. 
Bacon rebelled against the authority of Aristotle, and sought 
for natural and not logical ‘forms’ in the Interpretation of Na- 
ture. And yet it is not merely fanciful to see a kind of parallel 
between the resting-place from doubt, ‘ Cogito, ergo sum,’ and 
the resting-place from what is particular and changeable— 
“The mind contemplating Being and Goodness is its own in- 
strument:” or between Bacon's ‘ natural form’ and the Platonic 
or Aristotelian elos. Indeed in the latter case, the mode of 
expression is adapted from the Greek Philosophy. 

That which gives the Thestetus a peculiarly modern in- 
terest is its comparatively subjective character. This is partly 
inherent in the nature of the question, but is also partly due 
to the human reference of Protagoras and the self-inquiry of 
Socrates. Ап approach only is made to the consideration of 
abstract Being; the mind is in vain endeavouring to find the 
determining law of truth within itself. Thus it fails at one 
time to find any firm standing-ground, at another to conceive 
the possibility of error. In like manner Descartes, starting 
from within, is obliged to postulate the existence of God, 
almost before he can establish his first principle, certainly 
before he can determine whether the waking or the sleeping 
life is real, and feels almost as keenly as a Greek Philosopher 
could have done, the ditliculty of conceiving error as possible. 

Every metaphysical work, ancient or modern, is sure to 


а E. g. Medit. ITI. p. 18: Jam quod 
ad ideas attinet, si sole in se specten- 
tur, nec ad aliud quid illas referam, 
false proprie esse non possunt: nam 
sive capram sive chimsram imaginer, 
non minus verum est me unam ima- 
ginari quam alteram. Nulla etiam 


in ipsa voluntate vel affectibus falsitas 
est timenda, nam quamvis prava, 
quamvis etiam ea que nusquam sunt 
possim optare, non tamen ideo non 
verum est illa me optare, ac proinde 
sola supersunt judicia in quibus mihi 
cavendum est ne fallar. 
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possess some points of affinity and contrast to the Thestetus. 
All that will be attempted here is to indicate very briefly the 
points in the dialogue itself which seem capable of illustrating 
more recent phases of reflection, These are, (1) The analysis 
of sensation or perception. (2) The semi-physical theory of 
* motion) (3) The ‘subjective’ doctrine of Protagoras and 
the Cyrenaies. (4) The Thewtetus as a psychology. (5) 
Logical difficulties. 

1. The Theztetus contains a theory of sensation; or rather 
a doctrine of impressions of sense, in each of which there is 
shown to be an active and a passive—in modern language, an 
objective and a subjective—element. No attempt is made, how- 
ever, at least in the earlier part of the dialogues, to distinguish 
the physical from the mental in the act of sense, the recipient 
from the active state of the Subject, sensation from perception. 
Warmth, whiteness, even comparative size and number, are 
viewed, so far as the Subject is concerned, (in common with 
pleasures, desires, hopes, fears,) simply as phenomena, experi- 
ences or impressions. And when presently it appears that 
there is something more in each of us than a bundle of divers 
faculties of sense, and that the mind, which receives and judges 
all, is one; the distinction is drawn, not between the mind's 
sensation and perception, e. g. of a white object, but between 
its own perceptions and the impressions which it receives 
through the body: e.g. the eye informs me that this ball is 
white, that that ballis red; the mind, reviewing these sensa- 
tions, perceives that each of them is, that it is one, that it is 
the same with itself, different from the other, that they are 
together two: also that the redness and the whiteness are, 
and that they are different, and that this difference is a real 
thing. 

But towards the end of the dialogue, where it is said that 
the simplest elements, for instance, of speech and musie, may be 
the objects of knowledge, this may be regarded as an admission 
that simultaneous with every impression of sense there is, or 
may be, a perception of the mind. 

This reasoning is not without its bearing on modern theories 
of sensation and perception : (and it probably implies an obser- 
vation of inward facts not less complete;) but it is not to be 
confounded with them. 
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It stands in a closer and more concrete relation to the mind's 
experience of itself; it is far simpler, and, though less distinct, 
is more luminous, expressing a fresh and vivid consciousness, 
and an intensity of inquiry, which has not yet assumed a set 
form, or attained to definite results, but is neither overelouded 
and paralysed by subjective uncertainty, nor lost in the ab- 
stractions of logie, nor perplexed by the distracting influences 
of physical science. 

2. For although this theory of sensation is united with a 
doetrine of motion, and Plato's argument may thus seem to 
touch upon modern physiological inquiries, or even upon the 
theories of light and heat and sound, the sense in which the 
word motion is used is vague in the extreme. бо far as it is 
used with a physical meaning, it is not distinguished from force, 
nor from matter, for this is left out of view. It is moreover 
the symbol of relation and change. And the term thus meta- 
phorically used is not accurately defined, for while the object 
and subject are said to suffer change, sensations and qualities are 
said to be in locomotion (p. 156). It is not easy for us, with our 
more definite conceptions, to assign any very intelligible mean- 
ing to this. * But it may be conceded that there is here an 
anticipation of the fact, that sensation is in every case occasioned 
by motion. A nearer approach to scientific truth may be found 
in the notion of the absolute relativeness of phenomena. Study- 
ing the world of experiences from within the mind, * ex ana- 
logia hominis,’ Plato regards the objects of sensation as wholly 
indeterminate, and can find no true ‘ measure of things’ but in 
the contemplation of abstract Ideas. I am conscious of my 
own sensation, but I cannot compare it with that of any other 
being, still less with any universal standard. Therefore I 
must not look for truth here, but in the world of Ideas. 
Modern Experimental Science is equally distrustful of indi- 
vidual impressions of sense, but has found means of measuring 
the * motions’ by which they are caused, through the effect of 
the same motions upon other things besides our senses, * When 
the same wind is blowing’ (Theat. p. 152) ‘one of us feels it 
warm, another cold,'—but the mercury of the thermometer 
tells the same tale to all. And though the individual con- 
Sciousness remains the sole judge of the exact impression 
momentarily received by each person, yet we are certain that 
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the sensation of heat and cold, like the expansion and contrac- 
tion of the mercury, is in every case dependent on a universal 
law. 4 

8. The philosophy of Protagoras may be described in modern 
language as a rhetorical scepticism, that of the Cyrenaics as a 
sensational idealism. 

An interesting parallel might be drawn (for instance) be- 
tween Protagoras and Hume. But it must be kept in mind 
that scepticism is a relative term, and that while that of Pro- 
tagoras was directed probably as much against astronomical 
and mathematical speculation, as against the Eleatic Absolute 
Being, that of Hume was aimed at the popular belief in super- 
natural causes, and those a priori notions or Innate ideas, which 
modern metaphysieians had in part elaborated and in part in- 
herited from Greek philosophy. Both poured contempt upon 
the popular religion of their day; both pointed to the limited 
and relative nature of human knowledge; and both were con- 
tent to rest within the clearly defined boundary of a ‘ certain 
uncertainty,’ without even an aspiration after Absolute or Ideal 
Truth. Both (if Plato’s representation in the Protagoras may 
be trusted) eminently possessed the faculty of lucid and per- 
suasive exposition, which is sometimes found accompanying a 
kind of narrowness in speculation. But here the resemblance 
probably ends. Protagoras may however with justice be re- 
garded as the type of a class,—the utilitarian or common sense 
sceptics,—of which Hume is in modern times perhaps the most 
brilliant example. 

On the other hand the Cyrenaic dogma may be compared 
with the destructive or negative side of Berkeley. But their 
refined contempt for the materialists, who * believe only in what 
they can clutch between their hands,’ is of a different order from 
Berkeley’s endeavour to resolve concrete existence into ideas 
of the mind. His denial of material substance as a metaphy- 
sical abstraction, was consistent on the one hand with the most 
searching physical inquiry, and on the other with his belief in 
the reality of universals, as thoughts of the Eternal mind. But 
the Cyrenaic could not be said to analyse phenomena: he 
merely dwelt upon the consciousness of the instant, and limited 
his view to that. True, he sought a ground of objective reality 
in a movement from without, corresponding to the impression 
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within, and embraced both, the active and the passive move- 
ment, in the formula of universal change, but universal change 
is at each instant a mere negation. Hence, to dwell in thought 
for a moment on this theory was to reduce it to nothingness. 
And, to speak more generally, modern controversies about the 
‘reality of the external world’ would have little meaning for 
any of the Ancient Philosophers, who knew so little of the 
laws of the material universe, although the spirit (for instance) 
of Parmenides and of Democritus may be viewed as typical of 
all subsequent ideal and material theories. 

4. As an inquiry into the nature of Knowledge and Opinion, 
and the boundary which divides them, the Theztetus may be 
compared with Locke's Essay on the Human Understanding. 
Such a comparison would be interesting for many reasons. 
Besides the sort of kindred which often exists between minds 
of genuine originality even in distant ages, there is in some 
respects a similarity of position. Both inquiries commence 
from within, in both Knowledge is reduced to its elements 
(simple ideas of sensation) both oceupy the middle ground 
between Material and Ideal systems, both rest upon experience, 
both rise by gradual steps from sense to reason; in both re- 
flection and imagination are engaged in bodying forth the 
mind's modes of thinking, (with perfect originality in both, yet 
with the most curious coincidences in the kind of images em- 
ployed: compare Locke's sandstone and marble impressions, 
and his dark room or cabinet, with Plato's waxen block and 
aviary ;) in both the office of the Reason is represented to be 
the combination (or comparison) of the impressions of sense. 
Both in short present us with a psychology, clear and simple, 
based upon experience, and in a certain way complete. 

But, not to mention the difference of style, the comparative 
absence in Locke of the poetical element, and the influence 
which Natural Philosophy exercised upon his method, there is 
this radical distinction between the attitude of Plato in the 
Theætetus, and that of the English philosopher, that while 
Plato's chief endeavour is to rise from the elements of sense to 
higher things, the first effort of Locke is to recal the human 
mind from a spurious Platonism to its experience of itself ; and 
while the highest point reached in the Thestetus (that the 
mind reviewing its impressions and determining of their Being, 
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Unity, or Beauty, is its own instrument) is but the ‘topmost 
round’ of ‘young ambition’s ladder,’ Locke rests contentedly 
within the subjective limits which he believed to be imposed by 
Providence on the human mind. 

5. Lastly, the modified Eleaticism of Euclides, whom Socrates 
once described as ‘capable of arguing with Sophists but not 
with men,’ is not without its counterpart in modern philosophy. 
It may be described in modern language as the tendency to 
extreme logical analysis: to rest, that is, in the abstractions of 
logic, refusing to appreciate the subtlety of Nature and the 
complexity of the world, and to endeavour to conceive of things 
as they really are. 

(a.) Euclides does not stand alone in his method of follow- 
ing a theory to its logical conclusions, instead of inquiring 
into the reasonableness of the grounds on which it is based. 

(b.) Nor is the ‘victim of a mercenary logic,’ èv ppéart avvexó- 
pevos (caught in a pit-fall), who is compelled to admit that he 
sees and does not see, in a much worse plight than the student 
who finds himself bound hand and foot, by victorious subjective 
analysis, within the limits of his own organism. 

(c.) The paradoxical difficulty, ‘Is it possible to know and 
not to know ?’—‘ How can you inquire about that which you 
do not know,'—has a still nearer resemblance to metaphysical 
paradoxes among ourselves: e.g. How is it possible that 
Knowledge (or Inquiry) should transcend the limits of expe- 
rience? In both cases the idea of a tentative and partial Know- 
ledge, of a sort of faith of the Intellect, is left out of view, and 
the result of both is equally fatal to the spirit of inquiry. 

(d.) In the Thesmtetus the Megarian tendency to divide 
every thing from every thing (rd rûv dnd mavrós àmoyopltew) 
is met by the conception of the blending of diverse elements in 
a higher unity. This thought is further developed in the 
Sophista, and, as we have seen, is taken up by Aristotle. 
Though expressed by the Greek philosophers in a dialectical 
form, this assertion of the presence of a higher unity in every 
complex whole,—of the inadequacy of analysis as a method of 
knowledge,—is of permanent value. For it is directed against 
a confusion to which many others are parallel. Such, for 
instance, in modern times would be the confusion between 
facts or phenomena, and their principles or laws, or between 
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organism and life, or between experience and reason, or be- 
tween the forms of language or imagination, and the creative 
mind. We may doubt, with Plato in the Thestetus, whether 
the higher can even be known apart from the lower, but 
this difficulty ought not to lead to their identification in 
thought. 

(e-) The barren sophistry into which the method degenerated 
in the hands of the followers of Euclides affords a useful warning 
to ‘intellectualism’ in every time. 

The mind of Plato in the Themtetus is keenly alive to 
the presence of logical difficulties, but is neither irritated nor 
deterred by them. He unravels them with the utmost patience, 
but at the same time treats them with a kind of compassionate 
irony, as if he refused to be bound within the framework of 
contemporary thought. 


In an age when so much yearns for reconcilement, when, Conclusion. 
for instance, the paths of natural and mental science, after 
swerving far asunder, promise to converge again, when the 
abstractions of the intellect begin to stand in a new relation 
to the forms of the imagination, from which they had seemed 
to be finally severed, it is an interesting and suggestive labour, 
to turn again the earlier pages of the book of human Inquiry : 
to find there ‘anticipations of Nature’ indissolubly woven toge- 
ther with the reflections of the mind upon itself: to see a fast- 
ripening philosophy labouring with an imperfect logic; and 
language, and poetical imagination, with mixed modes of sense, 
casting their many-coloured veil over the irregularities of 
mental growth, and giving form and life and substance to 
dialectical and speculative thought. This Attic prime of in- 
tellectual manhood is beautiful to contemplate, even if philo- 
sophy may not hope from such fountains to renew her youth. 


ӨЕАТТНТОЎ. 


3. EYKAEIAHZ, TEPVION] 
Euclides and Terpsion appear 
also in the Phedo as the Mega- 
rians who were present at the 
death of Socrates, p. 59: Kai Me- 
yapdbev Eùr\eiêns тє kal Tepyyiov. 
Compare with the preservation 
of this dialogue by Euclides, 
and the introduction of Theo- 
dorus of Cyrene, the preserva- 
tion of the Pythagorean dia- 
logue by Phedo, and the intro- 
duction in it of Simmias and 
Cebes ($àoAáp cvyyeyoróres). 

6. каї cé ye] With some em- 
phasis. I have been looking 
for you. 

7. kai éÓajga(ov] It is per- 
haps intimated that Euclides, 
like his master Socrates, was to 


y 


be found daily in the market- 
place. 

9. uj» expresses surprise. 

II. ёк KoptvOov amd rod corpa- 
тотоу) For the expression 
compare Charm. p.25: Ек 
Потдаіаѕ amò той arparomédov. 
The date is either earlier than 
B. C. 387, or later than B. C. 
369. Either supposition pre- 
sents some difficulty. See In- 
troduction. 

13. Zówr ў rerehevroxóri] 
Spoken not, as Stallbaum says, 
in jest, but in serious alarm, 
occasioned by the word феро- 
pévo. 

14. Zavre xal pada pés] 
* Indeed, hardly alive.’ ‘ Only 
just alive.’ 

B 


E TA TOT AIAAOTOT ПРОЎОПА 
P4.  EYKAEIAHZ, TEPVION, SQKPATHS, 
ӨЕОДОРОУ, OEAITHTOZ. 
" APTI, Û Tepyitov, ) Tarar é£ aypoi ; 5 те 
TEP. ’Erıexds mada. kal cé ye ёйјтооу kar icon 
&yopàv kai édavpuafov, бт. обу otos T. ў eUpeiv. and Basti: 
EY. Où yap ў kara том». before 
TEP. Ilo) pýr; [eie 
EY. Eis Auiéva karafaivov Өєштутф évérvyov зо They oc. 
фероџёу ёк KopívÜov ато то? arparoméóov ' A05- the danger, 
vate, Themtetus, 
ТЕР. Zavri Ñ тєтєАєүтїүкдтї ; Socrates 
b EY. Zóvr( kal pada podis’ ҳаћєт@ѕ pev yap акаа 


great 
things. Eu- 
clides has 
preserved 
the con- 


little before 5 


his death 
held with 
"Thestetus 
when aboy. 


2 ПЛАТОМОХ 


м ^ e x , ^ ~ ^ 3 N 
EXEL kai ото трауцатоу TWÕV, LGÀAov рти avrov p.142. 


, ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ , 
aipel TO YEYOVOS VOTHUA év то OTPATEVHATL. 


TEP. Mav 7 досєртеріа ; 


EY. Nai. 


ТЕР. Olov avdpa Аёує< èv Kwdvvq elvat. 


EY. KaAóv re koi ayaĝóv, © Tepwiwv, ётєі то 


` ^ м , , , , > х ` 
Kal уйу кообу тшш» padra €ykepuaCovrov avrov тєрї 


THY MAX. 


TEP. Kai орде; y &romov, adda пол) Bavpa- 


Meyapot karéAvev ; 


, ^ ^ $ Ж. ^ ^ 
то OTOTEPOV €i ил} TOLOUTOS Ñv. атар TÖS ойк одтой с 


EY. ’Hretyero оїкадє Єтєї ywy єдєдрти каї 


cvveBovAevov, GAA’ оюк 10є№є. Kal Sira mpoméuw/as 


, M , , , 
avTov, ётїб» пал» @уєшлутбт» кої avpaca Zw- 


, e ^ м \ 5 ` ^ , 
15 KPQATOUS, WS MAVTIKWS алЛа тє 8 єтє KAL тєрї TOV- 
, 


~ , > , * ^ , > ^ 
TOv. Soke yap pot oAtyov про Tov Üavarov évrvxeiv 


> ^ ГА v ` , , ^ 
avrQ peipakio Ovri, кої gvyyevouevos TE kai діа- 


^ , 3 ^ 3 A ^ , , 
AexÜeis паро ayaaÓnva. avroð Tyv vow. Kal uot 


ёА@дут: Avage rous тє Aóyovs oùs OwAéx0m avri 


8 , ^ , „е! э ^ | AN A v ^ d 
зо Oinynoaro, KAL pada a&ious GKONS, єітє тє OTL паса 


> г у ^ > , , LÀ , 
avayk ei ToUrov €AAoymov vyevégÜat, etmep eis 


nArkiav €dOot. 


2. pai ‘affects him.’ Com- 
pare Soph. Ant. боб: Тау of 
Umvos aipeî поб б таутоуђроѕ. 

5. Olov dvdpa Aéyeis év xıvê vp 
eivai] * What a noble life is then 
in peril! ‘What а loss such a 
man would be!' It is natural 
to conclude from this that The- 
setetus must have been already 
distinguished ; although, per- 
haps, not in war. 

IO. aùroù ue aa * Why did 
he not stop where he was, and 


come and put up at Megara?’ 

I4. dmiày пам) ‘as I re- 
turned.” 

16. doxet уйр por] доке: gives 
a slight uncertainty to the ex- 
pression. It here qualifies ra- 
ther the mark of time дА, т. r. б. 
than the infinitive évrvxeiv. So 
below, p. 144, докойс: belongs 
more in sense to dAenápnevor 
than to iéva. ‘I think it was 
a little while before his death 
that he met, with him.’ 


p-142. 


p-143- 


ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 


3 


> ^ € 5 А 
ТЕР. Kai dAn0 ye, ws corer, єйтєў. атар rives 


ki e ro „ 2 a 8 @ " 
стр о oyot 3 €xots av пу)сас al; 


› , 
EY. Ov pa то» Aia, oUkovv ойто ye amo oTo- 


paros’ GAN ёуро\уаџти pev tor’ evOvs оїкад єАӨб» 


Отошлљџата, Uorepov д ката сҳоћ№» арашштако- 
pevos €ypadov, kai ooaxts `Аблуаќє афикоцити, éna- 


vopürov Tov Хократт ò 


и) ёрєштити, kai дєйро 


, ^ , , q , ^ e 
€Aov émmvopÜovumgv: wore por сҳєдоу тї Tas 0 


Aoyos yéypamrat. 


b ТЕР. АА: 9kovca 


, , 
тоу кої протєрои, Kal pév- 


Tot del peAAwy keAeUaew erideiéar діатєтрифа. дєйро. 


т. Kat d\n ye— elre) In 
the editions before Heindorf 
these words were given to EY. 
But in the Bodleian MS. (in 
which the initials of the inter- 
locutors are generally omitted) 
a small capital T has been in- 
serted over xai, (Bekk. — : 
A. vulgo enim : dráp.] 

3. otxovv—ye] Not, at least, 
in the way you seem to expect. 

oro] as we are, on the spot. 
Comp. the use of viv otras. 

4. €ypapapny — ©урафо›>] I 
wrote for my own use—I went 
on writing. 

5. Urournpara] ‘ notes.’ See 
Phedr. 275, where letters are 
called tropyncews фарракоу. 

7. 8 ph peppy] = eî rı pù 
épeuvjunv. р) gives indefinite- 
ness to 6. Is it possible that 
we have here an indication of 
the mode in which the dialogue 
was really composed ? 

то. ’AAn6i" fovea] The clauses 
are parallel and not consequent, 
hence the dowvderov. 

kal pévrot, к.т. А.) ‘And, now 
I think of it, 1 have always 
meant to ask you to shew it 
me, but have let opportunities 


Н 
kat 


slip till now. "That which is 
really most emphatic is ex- 
pressed by the participle. It 
has been objected to this .ren- 
dering, (a) that dedpo is not used 
as an adverb of time except 
with peéxpts or dei, (B) that &a- 
rpigew, meaning ‘to delay,’ 
could not have been used here 
without an adverb of place. 
But, (а) such transference of 
adverbs from place to time is 
not unusual, and it occurs in 
the case of epo in Plat. Tim. 
21: “Hy 78е 7 modus ётраёє per, 
Bud 8 xpóvov kal фборй» rar épya- 
capévov ov dinpxece дє?ро 6 Adyos, 
In the present passage, the 
deviation from common use is 
softened by the neighbourhood 
of det. Comp. Esch. Eum. 596: 
Kal 8eüpó у det тђ» rvxnv où pép- 
dopa. Such a refinement upon 
a common phrase is in the 
manner of Plato. And (8) there 
is no reason why &arpifewv 
should not be used here abso- 
lutely, with a touch of blame 
in it, as meaning not simply 
* to delay,’ but ‘to waste time.’ 
See Rep. 472 : Aye, kal pr дий- 
rpıBe. Aristoph. Equ. 515: noi 
B2 


n 
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GAAG ті коАйе: viv nuas дєАбєіу; TavTws ёуоує p.143. 


\ 2? , / е › > л = 
кої dvaravoacdat Sopa, ws ££ ауро? kav. 


EY. 'AAAa pev 57 kai adros uéxpı 'Ёршойў Өєа!- 


Tyrov MpovTreua, oae ovk àv andds avaravoiuny. 


ЕД м мел A > , e ^ › 
5 AA topev, Kal тушр ара avamavopévos 0 Tals ava- 


, 
yvoctTrat. 


TEP. 'Op6ós Aéyes. 


EY. To uév 7) BiBAlov, à Tepwyyiov, Tovri ёура- 
машти дё 8 obreci Tov Aóyov, ойк єнї Xoxpárm 


10 Supyoupevoy ds Sinyeiro, aAAa Sua\eyopevov ois ёфт 


SadexOnva. ёфт 8 тф re yewuerpy Өєобфрф кой 


TQ Өєштїүтө. wa ov ev тӯ ураф и) mapéxouv с 


mpaypara ai ueraf тб» Aóyow Sinynoes тєрї av- 


۹ e e ` 
тод тє, ототє Aéyo ò Хократтѕ oiov Kayw ёфти 7 


yàp dip obx in’ dvoías roro me- 
rovdùs darpiBew, where it is 
used with a participle as here. 
Thue. VI. 42, 43, 47. 

I. mávros čywye) This asyn- 
deton is very frequent. Infr. 
162: Ildvrws xai viv 8) pdr’ 
épueAós cor ёфаіуєто tmaxovew. 
Polit. 269 : Партос où ro\\d ёк- 
pevyas тайа ёт. 

2. kai dvaravcacba Bcouai] 
* Besides, as I have walked in 
from the country, I should any 
how be glad of the rest.’ 

3. 'Epwov] A spot on the Ce- 
phisus, close to Eleusis, where 
it was fabled that Pluto had de- 
scended with Proserpine. Paus. 
l. 92. There were other places 
of the name. 

5. ó rais] Euclides' servant. 

9. ойк epoi Zwxparn дитуойрєроу 
x.r.A.] These words are parallel 
to otrwot тд» Aóyov, depending 
on eypaydpny. Compare Apol. 
19: Tatra—é€wpare Swxpary 
—TTepipepónevov. 





II. тф re yewpérpy O«oÓópo] 
Theodorus the mathematician 
of Cyrene, with whom, accord- 
ing to a tradition, Plato once 
studied. Two points in him 
are of importance as regards 
this dialogue: he is a geome- 
trician, and stands thus on the 
threshold of philosophy ; and 
he is of Cyrene, the city of 
Aristippus, with whom he is 
also connected as being one of 
the friends of Protagoras. See 
infr. 164 : Ot émírporo: obs IIpo- 
Tayópas катдитеу — bv Geddwpos 
els 68e, 

12. {>а oiv év тӯ урафӯ, к.т.\.] 
Imitated by Cicero, de Amic. 
c. 1: Quasi enim ipsos induxi 
loquentes, ne inquam et inquit 
stepius interponerentur. 

13. ai pera£ó] The bits of 
narration in the interstices of 
the dialogue. 

тєрї avrov тє] This is the 
reading of the Bodleian MS. 
If it is adopted, тєрї aùroû de- 
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` Ф ^ > , е 
p.143. Kai éyo elrov, ў ad тєрї той атокриоџёроо, ori 


э N , 
Zvvéo т} Ovx ópoAoye, rovrov éveka ws avrüv av- 


rois ÓuxAeyopevov ёуролра, é&eAav Tà тоште. 
ТЕР. Kai ovdév ye ато тротоо, @ EoxAción. 
EY. ’AAAa, rat, AaBé то BiBAiov kai Aéye. 


УО. Ei pév тди ё Кърт paddrov éxndounr, à 


pends immediately on S«ryjees, 
and ómóre Aéyo: is epexegetic. 

I. ў аф тєрї rod dmokpwopvov] 
вс. Луо. ў к.т А. referring to 
бтбте Аёуо: із introduced instead 
of the regular xai к.т.А. answer- 
ing to тері abro? re. The in- 
terruptions both concerning 
Socrates himself, when he told 
me, (e. g.) *said L' or * I re- 
plied ;’ or again, when he told 
of the respondent, that *he as- 
sented,’ or ‘he did not agree.’ 

4. oùðév ye dro rpórov] Comp. 
Rep. 470: Kal obw ye, hn, 
Gro tpdémov Aéyes — Opa ё) xai 
réde є mpós трбтоу Aéyo. See 
also Shakespeare's Julius Cæsar 
(Act. IL. sc. 3.): *Why bird 
and beast from (i.e. contrary 
to) quality and kind.’ (dro is 
the Bodleian reading.) It is 
not necessary to suppose any 
allusion to the form of the 
Megarian dialogue, but it adds 
point to this expression if we 
suppose that it was cast in this 
dramatic mould. There is then 
a touch of nature in the appro- 
bation of Terpsion. This is at 
any rate better, if a reason must 
be found for everything, than 
to suppose with Schleiermacher, 
that Plato is acknowledging an 
error in his own earlier style. 
But perhaps it is enough to say 
that the form is adopted for the 
sake of clearness, which was of 


great importance in this and the 
two following dialogues. And it 
is equally natural that Euclides 
should omit Kdyó фур, &c. in a 
written report, and that viva 
voce reporters in other dialogues 
should insert them. In this Pre- 
face we have been introduced 
to Thestetus as a distinguished 
citizen. In what follows we are 
to see the promise of his youth. 
We are told of Theætetus by 
later writers (besides the fact 
that he heard Socrates and fol- 
lowed Plato) that he taught 
mathematics at Heracleia, and 
that he was the author of the 
first treatise on the five regular 
Solids. The interval which this 
seems to require between the 
trial of Socrates and the death 
of Thesetetus (to which it is dif- 
ficult not to suppose an allusion 
here) increases the uncertainty 
of the date. See Introduction. 

6. Ei uév—] ‘If my heart were 
in Cyrene.’ There is an imper- 
fect sequence of clauses, arising 
out of the interposition of the 
clause ўтто» yàp— émieweis, the 
last words of which form a 
transition to the main thought, 
to which Socrates gradually re- 
turns. The opening is charac- 
teristic of Socrates. He starts 
from an analogous instance, in 
which the person addressed is 
interested. 


The 
Dialogue. 
Socrates, 
meeting 
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, мәр л у ` LE ЖК à > / p-143- 

Theodorus  Qeodwpe, та Ekel àv сє Kal тєрї éketvov av NPWTHY, а 
in an Athe- P 5 < , a » 
nian palæ- — €i TUVES avroÓL тєрї yeoperpiav ту Twa adAnv QuAo- 
stra, as : н > " 
what youth godiav eigi Trav уор értpuéAetav Trovovpevor” viv де 
of promise Ф A a e y : А M 
he has met —7TTov yap exelvous 7 Tovade QAO, kal padov 
with, not › ^ vM , ел a , EE , 
in Cyrene, 5 ёл‚бошо elevat rives тушу Tov véov Єтїдо{ о. yevé- 
but in a ^ \ r ^ 
A thens. сбои ётієікєїѕ" тадта д) avrog тє ското каб бето» 

Theodo- f ` ` м , ^ + à con ` 
rus speaks Ôuvapat, Kal TOUS GÀAÀOvS EpwT@ ois àv ор® Tous 
warmly in , LEA YA + ^ \ > 4 f 

raise of — v€ovs eÜcAovras fvyytyvea at. col dy ойк óMywrrot 

esetetus, , ` , м \ , м ` 
who, mAnoagovar, kal дікаіоѕ" aus yap та тє adda Kale 
though not 1 y > at Ff э р د‎ , 
beautiful, ro yewperpias €veka. el д) ойу тил évéruxes aki Aovyov, 
ія аё опсе tu à , 
bold and деш àv mruOoipny. 
gentle and 


OEO. Kai ujv, © Хфкратєѕ, ёро! тє єтє koi 


I. тй ékei йу—пер\ éxeivov dv] 
’Exeivoy is masc. "Avgpórov, the 
reading of several MSS, is 
inappropriate here, and is per- 
haps due to the parallel pas- 
sage of the Charmides, p. 153 : 
Ads êy aùroùs dwgpore» rà 
rde, тєрї duÀomojías ros ёҳо 
Ta viv, mepi тє rûv véwv єїтїрєє év 
abrois Suapépovres ў софга ў káA- 
Aei ў арфотёроѕ èyyeyovóres elev. 
The only difficulty of the read- 
ing йу jporov is the repetition 
of д» after the pronoun. 16 
may be accounted for by the 
emphasis which the antithesis 
gives to rà ёкєї and éxeivov, and 
also to éxe(vov being an after- 
thought: cf. Rep. 526 : Oix dv 
padias ore moda åv epos. In 
both cases we may avoid the 
reduplication of д>, which would 
be difficult to explain, by sup- 
posing a repetition of the verb 
understood. 

2. ў rwa dA». фї\отоф{а>] 
© or other liberal pursuit.’ 
Comp. Tim. 88 : Movgıx xal 
тіс duXocojía mpocypapevor. 

5. rives ђрі тфу véov] "piv is 


not emphatic. The emphasis is 
anticipated in roce. 

5. pîv rv véov—(7.) 1. pîv rûv 
тоМмтф»] Comp. Thuc. I. 6: oi 
mpeaflórepot abrois rûv evdatpdver. 

yevécOa émexeis] ‘to make а 
good figure.” Emens in Plato 
seems frequently to mean sim- 
ply ‘ excellent’ (laudabilis, Ast. 
Lex.) сї. Legg. 957 : “Eor ё 
тб\єт ойк doxnpova émiewóv dv- 
ёрёр óAya vopobernpara. 
Symp. 210: "Qore xai ёй» èm- 
e)s dv thy vrvxrjv каї éàv ayuxpóv 
vôos éxn, ёёаркєу айтф к.т.А. 
Rep. 398 : "Аҳртото: yàp каї yv- 
vakiv ds Set êrıexeîs elvan, pi) Ore 
(Cf. 387: Гола bé 
бтод:доішеу, каї ойдё tavrais ттоу- 
baias.) 

9. aos yàp] The adjective 
receives greater emphasis by 
the omission of the substantive 
verb. Comp. Soph. (Ed. Col. 
758 : Thvde ryv mów pos el- 
mòv, éra£ía уар. Also Rep. 500: 
Пері rovrov ётошог (8с. éauév) тф 
Ady Stapayer Oat. 

то. d] interrogative ; ‘ whe- 
ther.’ Cf. infra p. 207. 


> 
оок 


дураст. 
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^ F a ^ ^ ^ 
p.143. сої akovoat пару iov, oio uiv TOY TONTÕV pet- 
, > + ^ , * = + ЕЈ , 
ракі €vrerüxymka. kai eL pev Tv Kados, ehoBovpny 
^ , , M / + э / Д ^ 
av сфодра Aéyew, pù kal Tp Soko év єт:биша avro 
3 ^ , ^ z м › м , 
civar уйу 06, kai pn pot &xÜov, ovx ёст: Kados, 
, ^ , , ` м, ^ 
просєокє Ó€ goi THY TE сциоттта Kal TO ew TOV 
, z 2 Aa ^ ^» у > ^ \ , 
бишатовь` ђттоу è 7 av тайт exer. адеб бє Ауф. 
3 M y v e ` , 3 f ^ ? 
єй yap lod Or. cv On пототє évérvyov, Kal паро 


P.144. 


3. pi kai ro bdo] The ex- 
pression is softened by the im- 
personal ro. ‘ Lest it might 
be thought'——' Lest I should 
give the impression.’ This in- 
direct reference to persons is 
more common in Plato than 
appears at first sight. Cf (in 
this dialogue) p.175 : "Отау dé yé 
rwa— Axion dvo, viz. Tov Bixavixdy 
éxeivov. Pheed. 63 : 'Ad б Кепе 
Aédyous Twas dvepevvà, SC. épovs. 

4. pot боо] xai introduces 
what is suddenly interposed. 
Comp. Gorg. 486: Като, Ф 
Qe Zóxpares— каї por pndev 
aybecbjs' eivoig yap épà тӯ оў 
—obx aicxpóv Ğokeî cot, к.т. №. 
The outline of the sentence is 
el pêv Hu—, epoSovpunv йу—° viv 
02—ойк éati—* dBeûs 8) AMéyo. 
Аў has something of an illative 


force. Cf. Euthyphr. 11 : xa 
el uéy—oxópparos. 
5. ту Te cipórgra каї тд 


to rûv Ópuárev] This passage 
and the speech of Alcibiades 
in the Symposium (p. 215: "Ore 
pêy тд «дос poros el тойто (rois 
Zednvois xai rà Марса) ойд’ 
abrós д) mov dupuıofnrjcets.) are 
the chief allusions to Socrates' 
personal appearance in Plato. 
See below, p. 209: Tov сбу 
re xai ё©0фбаХхно›. Comp. Xen. 
Symp. У. 5, where Critobulus, 
who has been boasting of beauty, 
is challenged to compete with 
Socrates. Socrates first shews 





that each thing is beautiful in 
relation to its use, and then 
asks : 'Офба\џёу rivos ёуєка беб- 
неба; Anrov pn бт: тоў Ópàv. 
Ойто pêy тойлуу ên of epot ёфдаћ- 
pot ka\\ioves dv rûv cay єйүта>». 
Ids 89; “Ore of pêv сої тд кат’ 
є000 póvov dpaow, ої дё pol xal 
TÒ emi mÀaylov бй rò êrtré\atot 
elvai, Aéyes od en kapkivov 
elopOarpdrarov elva rûv (wv. 
Ilávros д7тох, én’ ёте kal mpós 
lexiv rods офбаћџро?ѕ dpwrra me- 
$wkóras Exe. Elev, tpn" rûv be 
рифу тотёра каХМш>, ў où ў Ñ 
éun; Eyd рё, ёфт, olua тї 
éun, «тёр ye ToU dodpaiverOa 
verev Єтойүта> uiv pias of бео{. 
Oi pév yàp col puxrapes els yiv 
épaow of Óé éuol dvarénravra:, 
Фотє ras mávroÜev dopas mpocÓé- 
хес@ш. Tò дё oipor тїз Dus rûs 
ToU ópÜoU као ; "Оті, ёфт, ойк 
dvrijpárre, ОМ ibis dà rûs 
owes dpav à dy Bovdovra. 7j 8 
iyn) pis orep ёттрєаооса ĉia- 
тетєіҳікє Ta бината. Tov ye phy 
стбратоѕ. pn 6 KpirdBovdos, ví- 
epar. El yàp тоў amoddxvew €vexa 
тєтойута, поло av ov peior fj eyo 
dmoddxow. Ай 8 rò maxéa €yew 
Tà yen ойк ole kat padaxdrepov 
&xew тб pnpa ; "Еока, ёфт, ката 
тд» cov Adyov, kai буш» aia xiov TÒ 
oropa čyew. "Exeivo 26 ойбу rex- 
pnptov Хоу, ûs éyà со? Kaddiov 
«Їнї, Gre xal Naides beat obrar rods 
Zednvors égoi ópowrépovs тіктоу- 
ow % col; 


tn 


intelligent, 
а rare com- 
bination ! 
Like a 
stream of 
oil, flowing 


8 IIAATONOZ 


roA\oîs TemAnsíaka, ov0€va TH ђсборџти ойто p.144. 


^ $ , 
дарџастоѕ єй тєфикота. 


то yàp expan бута, ws 


м , ^ 3 5 , 

@ААф xaAemov, mpgov ad eivat Suahepovrws, kai emt 
, ^ e ^ ^ M à 

тоутоіѕ avdpeiov Tap бутшойу, €yo pèv ойт av 


tn 


2. тд yàp eùpabi PEREA 
pévovs] The anacoluthon adds 
to the expression of surprise. 
Comp. Protag. 317 : Td oiv &- 
Üpácxovra pi divacbat атодрауи, 
4ААй karadavi elvai то\\) popila 
kal той émixepüparos. Parm, 
128: Td oi» oUros éxáre- 
pov Aéyav Gore ugüév тфу abràv 
elpnxéva: боке› cyxeddv т: Aé- 
yovras тайтй, Ўтёр pâs тофу 
dAXovs paivera piv rà elpnuéva 
elprja6a:. 

ûs dA xaXeróv] The simple 
and obvious meaning of these 
words, ‘as it were hard for an- 
other to be, i.e. *in a degree 





hardly to be equalled,' has been: 


rejected by critics because it 
was thought that ҳаХетби could 
not be applied to qualities that 
are not acquired. But the 
word is not tied down to this 
preciseness of meaning. It has 
passed out of it even in Homer. 
Od. XL 156: XaXemóv dê rade 
(woicw épacba. So elsewhere 
in Plato it is used where hu- 
man agency is not in question 
to signify ‘ next to impossible.’ 
See Rep. 502 : Xadewd yevéodat, 
où нёто: ddvvard -ye—viz. that 
philosophers should be kings, 
one of the conditions of which 
is the existence of this very 
combination of qualities. What 
Plato would think of this re- 
finement may be inferred from 
his caricature of it in the Pro- 
tagoras, p. 344 : 3d & dys, Ф 
Hírraxe, xaAemóv écOddv fupevar 
тё &i—dBivaroy, The rendering 


4 , y € ^ , , , еў 
орту yeverOat ovre Opa yvyvopevous’ GAA’ ol тє 


which it has been proposed 
to substitute—‘so as to be 
ill-tempered with another, or 
(with Ао) “во as in another 
саве to be ill-tempered’ — is 
objectionable, (а) as awkward 
in itself, (8) as breaking har- 
mony (ós Ф\Аф xaXemóv, ĉa- 
$epóvros, тар óvrwovw), (y) as 
anticipating what is afterwards 
stated as a fresh thought (oi re 
бё «з, к.т. X) 

5. yevérOar (rovovrdy twa) ‘I 
should not have thought there 
could have been an instance of 
this combination, nor do I find 
it usual.’ 

yoyvonévovs] sc. rowovrous. Cf. 

р. 492: Ore yap yiyverat ore 
yéyovev or’ ойу ui) yémrat dÀXoiov 
dos, K.T. À. 

ore ӧрӧ yryvopévovs, к. т.®.] 
The thought is exactly paral- 
leled in the Republic, where 
the same combination of qua- 
lities is described as essential 
to the philosophic nature, and 
its rarity is dwelt upon in al- 
most the same words. Rep. 
503: Etpabeis xal pvjuoves xal 
буҳіро kai feis ola" бті ойк ё0- 
Aovew dua фиетба: kai vearixoi re 
xal peyadonpemeis ras Suavolas, olot 
kogpies perà novxlas kai ВеВаб- 
Tyros eOéhew (iv, GAN’ of тоюўтог 
ta’ дёотутос pépovrat бт ё» rú- 
xoci, каї тд 8ё8шо> ёта» aùrûv 
eoixerat. "АМ, ёфт, Méyes. 
Ovxoty rà BéBaa ad таёта 0n xai 
ойк edperdBoda, ols tis uáAXov ûs 
тото xpnoatro, kai èv TQ тоАёшр 
mpos tovs dófovs Ovakivyra бута, 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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> ^ L4 © у 0 , ^ , е \ 
р. 144. o£es @OTEP OUTOS KAL ауҳшо: KAL PYNLOVES WS та 


^ ^ ` \ , M ر‎ soy М у 
TOAAG Kal mpos Tas opyas o£vpporrot єїтї, kai аттои- 


, gd ` » , a ^ 
b res $épovrai стер та VEP HATLOTA TAOLA, KAL pavi- 


, A’ , ' , Ga 53» , 
котєрог 7) avdpeorepor $vovrat, ot тє ad єиВр:бєстє- 


pot vopoí Tros атартёсі mpos Tas pabnoes kal An- 5 


, e o , ^ И ^ 
Ons yéuovres. 0 бё ойто Aeíos тє kai azraiaTos kai 


, , м э N ^ , ^ , 
avucipws épyera Єтї Tas рабђоєі тє kal буттн 


pera тоААту+траоттутос, otov €Aatov рейин axrodryri 


Lag A , ^ ^ му vo 
péovros, wore Üavuaca, TO THALKOUTOY бута, ойто 


^ , 
rara Ouwmparrea bat. 


TQ. E) &yyéAAes. Tiros Sê kai ёсті Tov TOAL- 


TOV ; 


OEO. 'Актко@ uév тойуора, uvnuovevo де ov. 


€ aAAG уар ёст: тдидє TOY TpOTLOVTaV 0 EV TO ETH 
a yap є TOY тр w 9 мето. 


mpos tas рабђсє ad mowi тайтду, 
dvonunrws exer xal Svopabds, xal 
Umvov re kal xdopns €pmimAavrat, 
Grav rt 86) rowoUrov Gamovév ; So 
the difficulty of combining 
bravery with gentleness is dwelt 
upon, ib. 375, 6. See also Polit. 
р. 309, 310. The essentials of 
the philosophic nature enume- 
rated in the 6th Book of the 
Republic are, love of truth, 
quickness in learning, good 
memory, liberality, justice and 
gentleness, temperance, cou- 
rage. Theetetus is the em- 
bodiment of this nature. 

1. ófeis] This seems the ge- 
neric word for quickness of 
intellect. Rep. l. c.: Etpaeis 
kai prnpoves kai dyyivor kal ó£eis. 

2. mpós ras dpyas бёйррото] 
‘Impetuous.’ ‘ Of a quick tem- 
рег.’ 

5. AnOns yépovres] Кер. 486 : 
El pnôèv dv рабо: собери бошто, 


An8ns dv mréws, dp’ dv olds т eim. 


émiorrnpns pù Kevos elvat. 


7. дуосірох) ‘ Successfully — 
* Making rapid progress.' 

9. ёотє Gavpdoa| Soph. El. 
394: Kadds yàp otpos foros, 
Sore Üavpáca. Aristoph. Plut. 
810: Tà exevápa т\рт ‘отіу, 
Gore Oavpaca. By а refine- 
ment of language, the particu- 
lar cause of wonder is here 
expressed and made to depend 
on Gavpaca. 

13. 'Акткоа pêv тойуора, pvnpo- 
veiw 8 об] Theodorus takes the 
interest of a teacher in the 
youth himself: Socrates that 
of a fellow-citizen in his father. 

14. dÀÀà yáp ёттє—4ААХа oxd- 
тє] This double dAda is fre- 
quent in Plato. Comp. Soph. 
Phil. 520: AAN aloxpa uévrot соў 
y te évBeéorepov évo avivat 
mpos Td xaiptov movet GAN’ el ĝo- 
kei, т\р. The second addga 
puts definitely forward the pro- 
position for which the first ada 
has cleared the way. 


С 
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Theetetus 
(son of Eu- 
phronius of 


Sunium) 
now enters 
the gym- 
nasium 
between 
two com- 
panions. 
Theodorus 
adds that, 
though im- 
poverished, 
he is most 
liberal. He 
is made to 
sit by So- 
crates. 
They con- 
verse. 


* If Theo- 
dorus were 
a draughts- 
man, he 
would be 
an author- 
ity on the 
subject of 


10 


арт: yap ev TQ e&w брод ту\єїфоуто éraipoi т rwes p. 144. 
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e , ^ э ^ ^ , 
ойто: avTov Kai аутоѕ, viv де por Soxotow aden a- 


^ » ^ 
реро: дєдро ievar, GANA скотє: el ycyvoakeis avrov. 
^ , 
ХО. D'wyyvóoko' ó той Хооиќоѕ Evppoviov Єттї, 


^ , 5 , э ` Ф ^ * ^ 
5 каї mavu ye, © ф:Ле, avdpos otov каї со Tovrov din- 


^ м , 4 , 
yet, каї алАоѕ evOok(uov, каї рєртог кой ovoiay рала 


` , ^ ^o» 5 ^ 
ToAAnv karéAure, то Ó буора ойк ola той petpaxiou. 


OEO. Өєаітутоѕ, © Xokpares, TO ye voua’ тђи d 


, Д , ^ , » , , 
uévro. ovoiav докодсі uot єтітрото! Ties д:єфдаркє- 


10 vat’ GAA’ Guws Kal mpos THY TOY ypnuaTav єАєобє- 


pioryra OavuacTos, © Loxpares. 


^ ^ 
EQ. Pevwkóv Aéyes Tov avdpa. Kai por kéAeve 


avrov évOade mapaxabiCer Oa. 


OEO. "Eora тафта. Ocairnre, дєйро тара Zw- 


15 краттр. 


, ` > 5 ` ` 
ZO. Па» pev ov, à Өєаітттє, iva kayo éuavrov 


E , ^f v ^ , ^ ^ 
avackéjrojuat, Toiov TL €xo TO трототтоу. Quoi yap 


, v LÀ $. , ^ , 
Өєодороѕ éxew ue Toi porov. arap єі væv €xovrow e 


I. & rà tw Opóug] The 
scene then is a gymnasium, 
perhaps the Lyceum. Compare 
Euthyphr. 2: 30 ras év Avrei 
катамтфу ФдгатрЗає evOdde viv 
SarpiBes тері riv rod Васо 
стой ; taken in connection with 
Theæt. below, p. 210: Ni»— 
drravryréov pot elg тђу той Зат1\еш< 
atody, Theodorus had seen the 
young men in the portico as he 
entered. The word 8póuos seems 
to have been applied to several 
parts of the gymnasium. Eu- 
уа. 273:'Ev rà катастёуф 8pó- 
uo. (See the whole passage.) 
Aristias ap. Polluc. IX. 43 : Hr 
pot madaiorpa kai Opóuos Evords 
meas, 

éraipoi ré rwes] Evidently two 
from the words б év rà péro. 
One, Néos Ywxparys, is named in 
this dialogue, and is an interlo- 


cutorin the Politicus, The other 
remains mute. Such cada mpóo- 
ema occur in many dialogues ; 
е. g. Lysias, Charmantides, etc., 
in the Republic. The scene 
is natural and not merely dra- 
matic. In Plato's * School of. 
Athens" there are spectators 
as well as actors 

5. kal тбл) xai is intensive. 

6. xai pévroi] * And, now I 
think of it.’ 

то. ёАєъбєрїбттта] Rep. 485,6: 
Kal pyy mov kai réde бєї axoreiv, 
Grav xpivew pédAdys Wuxi фи\б- 
codóv te kal шї. Td тоїо»; Му сє 
Ady ueréyovca dvehevOepias. 

12. róv ûvêpa] not petpaxcoy, 
‘He must be a noble fellow.’ 

16. Kayo] xai is to be taken 
closely with wa. Cf. Soph. An- 
tig. 280: Naŭa, mpiv оруђе кане 
peoraoa Aéyov. 


ӨЕАТТНТОЎ. 
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р. 144. €xaTepou Avpay ёфт avras puocdat Opoiws, тотєроу 


, 4a ЕЈ ^ 
є0005 àv єттиттєйонє ї Єтєткє\ү®шєӨ' av ei. uova ios 


^ ГД 
Qv Aéyet ; 


OEAI. 'Ercoxejápeó" dv. 


EQ. Owxoüv rowUrov uév eópovres émeoue0' av, 


м , > ^ 
ароосоу 0, тістодџєи ; 


ӨЕАІ. ’ A۸07. 


EQ. № бе y oium, «і Tı pe тшу ris тфу 


^ L4 
7) ov. 


ӨЕАІ. Aokeî por. 


e , ^ + 
р. 145. простои Ò OTTOS, akerréov ei урафикоѕ dv réyet 


EQ. *H оф» бќоурафикоѕ Өєодороѕ ; 
OEAL Обу, ócov yé дє €id€var. 
EQ. Ap’ орде yewperpixos ; 


OEAI. II&vros à) rou, © Xokpares. 


EQ. °H каї астроуошкоѕ kai 


AOYIOTIKOS T€ Kal 


` ELA , y 
кошооцко$ Kat OOQ тоабек< EXETAL 5 


ӨЕАТ. "Epyorye Sokeî. 


ZO. Ei uév ара ђрӣѕ tod сбратоѕ тї 0џоіооѕ 


^ 5 > ^ a , , , э ^ 
gyno eivai émauvdv y 1] Wéyov, ov паро avrQ 


M ^ ^ , 
dğıov rov уой» mpocéxew. 


ӨЕАІ. "Icos ov. 


EQ. Tí 9, e sorépov тту wuynv €mauwoi mpos 


2. ef povords Фу Aéya] The 
man then is not the measure of 
the likeness of musical sounds ! 
Yet afterwards Theetetus is 
wholly unconscious of contra- 
dicting this his first admission. 

4. Eneorepápeð йу] Cf. Crit. p. 
47: Ywpva(ópevos dv)p xai тобто 
mpárrov Tórepov mavròs avdpds 
ётафо kal \убуф xai ón тд» vov 
mpoaéxet,  évds рбуоо ékeivov, bs 
ày rvyxdvp larpos ў raiBorpiBns àv ; 

13. Ойу, rov yé pe eiévai] 
Bekker has received у ¿pé from a 


few MSS., the greatest number 
(including the Bodl.) reading yé 
pe. ёрќ seems more pointed, ‘not 
that J know of, but ре is pos- 
sibly right. Cf. Aristoph. Nub. 
1264 : Ox oov yé p elücvai. 

14. 'Ap' оїдё yewperpixds ;] 
‘Nor a geometrician, eh ? 
There is an archness in the 
expression, making doubtful 
what is a matter of notoriety. 

16." H xai darpovojaxós] * T won- 
der if he is also an astronomer.' 

23. є тотєроо] ‘The mind of 

c2 
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our per- 
sonal ap- 
pearance. 
As he isa 
cultivated 
man, we 
must re- 
spect his 
judgment 
of our 
mental en- 
dowments. 


Therefore, 
Theetetus, 
ou must 
cate- 

chized by 
me, for he 
has praised 
you to me 
very 
highly. 


I 
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» , ^ , 3 э , » ^ ^ > , 
&perjv тє kai софіау; ар ойк @фиоу тф pv akoU- p.145. 


IIAATONOZ 


сарт: srpofvueia 0a. avackepacba Tov éraweÜévra, 
TQ дё продушоѕ éavrüv emer viva ; 

ӨЕАТ. [avy uv oiv, û Zókpares. 

EQ. "Ора roívvv, à pire Geairnre, сої u£v émi- 
decxvovat, Єдої 0€ ткотєїтбої` ws ed tot бт Oeo- 


` ^ 
Swpos roAAols д) mpos pe émawégas E€vous тє kal 
aorTous ovdeva Tw ernverer às cé viv On. 


OEAI. E) àv êxo, û Teéxpares* GAA’ Spa um 


mraiCwv ЄАєүє». 


EQ. Ody obros 0 rpómos Өєододроо` GAA и) 
avadvov rà mpoAoynuéva akqrropevos т'аїбоута. №- 
yew Tovde, iva uj Kal араукас@ђ paprupeiv’ партов 
yàp ovdeis émia kie. air. adAAa Oappav eupeve TH 


oporoyia. 


ӨЕАТ. "АЛАА ур) rara повір, €i сої Soke. 


one of us.’ The indefinite ró- 
Tepos occurs several times in 
Plato.—E. g. Soph. 252: "Eora 
mérepov abrQv, obgías uj) проског- 
»óvov ; Though not common 
in other writers, it is precisely 
analogous to the indefinite use 
of rus, mov, тобе>, etc. 

9. Еф ay êxo] ‘ That is 
good !’—‘T am glad to hear it.’ 
Or perhaps more hypotheti- 
cally, ‘It is well, if it is so.’ 
Compare Menex. 249: Хар» 
fxo тф eimóvri. E. EU àv гхо. 
GAN бто pov ш) катере. Polit. 
277: Kuduvever TeÀéos dy jyiv 
tye. X. KaÀós dv, d 3., pîv 
Exo. Set Bè u) col uóvo rara, 
dÀÀà kdpoi—£vvOokeiy. 

її. рў dvadvov rà ópoX.] ‘Do 
not shrink from what you have 
agreed to.’ Comp. Hom. Il. XIII. 


225: Ore ris Ókvo eikov avdv- 


erat ro\épov kaxod. Xen. Symp. 
V. 5, where Critobulus says, 
when his challenge is taken, oix 
дуадбораи. Euthyd. 302: Oùx gore 
yáp pot avadvors. 

14. émoxnpye} The verb ém- 
axiyrrev, to accuse of murder or 
false witness ($óvov, wevdopap- 
rupıû») is more commonly found 
in the middle voice, because the 
accuser in such cases is generally 
an interested party. But comp. 
Aesch. c. Timarch. p. 142:* H»(sc. 
Tijv modu) о082 WevSouaprupiay 0- 
pus €or ётоктфа ; and for the 
passive, Legg. 937 : "Eàv émoxn- 
pO] rà феод рарторӯсаи. Soph. 
Ant. 1313: ‘Qs airíav ye rôve ка- 
keivov €xwv трд ths Üavovans Taê 
ётєткїттоу pépwy. The ellipsis 
of qevBouaprvpiàv is easily borne 
with paprvpéiv preceding. 


P. 145. 


d 
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TQ. Aéye бё) pov рахбаре rov mapa Өєодфроо 


yeoperpías rra ; 


ӨЕАІ. "Eyoye. 


^ , 
УО. Kai rûv тєрї &orpovouíav тє kai appovias 


каї Aoyiorpous ; 


OEAI. [podupotpai ye бт). 


^ ^ , , .9 ^ P , ^ , 
XQ. Kai yap €yo, c Tai, mapa ye rovrov каї тар 


^ * y f , * +o 
GAAwY, ods Gv оїюдаї TL TOUTwY Єтаієш. GAN одо, 


^ ` y y ^ » 5 , M , 
Ta pêv алЛа êxo тєрї avrà peTpiws, opukpov дє Tt 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , , 
атор®, 0 HETA col тє кої TGvÓe GkemTéov. Kai ро 

, $ » > ^ , , ` ^ , ГА 
A€ye’ ар ov ro pavOavew єттї то софотєроу yiyve- 


va e 
ola тєрї о pavÂavet Tis ; 


OEAI. [las yap ой; 


ZO. ZXojía де y оїџш софої oi copoi. 


OEAI. Nai. 


ZO. 'Тодто д рду дафере re ётиюттилв ; 


ӨЕАІ. То тоо>; 


ZO. ‘Н copia. 7) ойу @тєр ётистт)цоиєѕ, ravra 


kai c'oQoí ; 


OEAL Ti uv; 


1. pavOdvets| There is a stress 
upon the word. 

4. rûv тєрї dorpovouiav] “© A- 
stronomy, and what relates to 
it." 

6. IIpofvpoipat ye д] ‘I cer- 
tainly do my endeavour.' He is 
more modest about these higher 
subjects. 

7. парӣ ye rovrov) ye (the 
MS. reading) may be defended: 
‘from such a master,’ referring 
to mpoOvpotpa: although re, 
which is supported by the ver- 
sion of Ficinus, reads more 
harmoniously; and the change 
is slight. The Zurich editors, 


in their last edition, omit the 
particle. 

8. GAN pws, rà péy dÀÀa— 
opixpav &é т: dopa] Comp. Rep. 
367: Kai ёуф dxojcas, dei pev 
80 ту» vow той re ГАайкороѕ kai 
ToU 'AÓepdvrov ipyduny, drap ой» 
xai róre тауу ye ўсёту. 

18. drep ётіттт]роуєѕ, ravra kal 
тофо{] For the indefinite plural 
comp. Gorg. 457: Où padias дџ- 
vavrar— Biopiodpevot трд а 
ovs—otrw SiarverOa ras ovvov- 
cías. Cf Xen. Mem. IV. 6,7: 
*О dpa ётістатаи ékagros ravra kai 


copes écrw. 


5 


15 


20 


You learn 
from Theo- 
dorus seve- 
ral things. 
To learn 

is to be- 
come wiser, 
To be wise 
is to know. 


What, 
then, is 
know- 
ledge? 


A pause, 
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ПЛАТОМОХ 


ZO. Tavrov ара ётісттђит kai copia ; 


ӨЕАТ. Nai. 


^ "A A > , 
EQ. Tobr aùrò тойлуу Єттї 0 drop® kal ov dv- 


^ . ^ э A › , ao , 
vapa AaBetv ikavas тар €uavrQ, ETLOTNUN O ті TOTE 


p.145- 


sTuyxaver dv. ap оди д) êxouev Aéyew avro; тір: !46. 


+ , a toa ^ » L NL 1 
pare ; Tis av NHV протоѕ EMOL; O бе арартфу, 
у А ^ Р £ , ^ A ^ t 
kal os àv аєі auapravn, kadedetrat, Фотєр hasiv ot 
^ e / у ^ ^ r 
таїде< oi c QaupiCovres, Ovos. 05 Ò àv mepryevnrat 
> , ГА е ~ ^ 3 + LÀ a 
avapapriyros, BaciAevoet тиф» Kal єтітабе о TL av 


, 
10 BovAnrat &rrokpívea at. 


^ , 3 
Ti сгуатє; o) Ti Tov, © 


Өєодорє, eyo ото duAoAoyías aypowitopat, mpobv- 
povpevos nuas monoa діаАуєт бо kai didous тє 
kai mpoonyopous adAnAas yiyver Oat ; 

OEO. "Hxwra uév, © Zókpares, TO Towvrov av b 


KpiverOa. eyo pev yap 


y у ЕД ` ^ , , + > 
15 €t) à ypoukov, AAAG тору uetpakimv TL KEAEVE COL ATO- 


anOns ths тоюшту ĉa- 


Aékrov, кої oS ad cvvebier Oar Aktay ёха” тойтдє 


4. AaBew ixavôs] ‘To 
thoroughly. To get a clear 
conception of. 

AaBév  ixavós тар ёраутф] 
Phileb. бо: Aafóvra 8ё rovro 
mapa саотф ddeivaí ue, к.т.\, 

6. 6 8 ápapróv] ‘but he who 
makes a blunder, or whoever is 
in error from time to time.’ 

7. xabedeirat — óvos] Schol. 
Tay oiv mugóvrov ravra той pêy 
икфутас Barieis éxdAovy, kai 6 ті 
й» mposerárrov roig dAdo mn- 
xovoy,, Tos ёё түгттор&уоу$ dvous. 
Comp. Hor. Ep. I. i. 59: At 
pueri ludentes, Rex eris, aiunt, 
8i recte facies. 

13. mpoonyspous] The active 
and passive meanings are com- 
bined. ‘Mutually conversible.’ 
Compare Republic 546 : Пата 
тростуора каї prrà mpós GAAnAa 


drépnva». There is possibly an 
allusion to the mathematical 
meaning here: *to make you 
friends, and bring you into re- 
lations with one another.' “То 
create а little friendly inter- 
course.” Compare Rep. 534: 
*Addyous dvras бетер ypappás, 
and the phrases Supaya каї mo- 
Táyopa,— Opoia xai mor&yopa, in 
later Pythagorean writings. 

15. rà» petpaxiav тї] Steph. 
conj. twa, but cf. Euthyd. 277: 
Trois Bamr«ónevov rò peipáxov, 
BovAópevos йуатайта: airé. And 
see below, p. 169: Tade mávra 
mÀjv got radia écrí. 

16. &uaXékrov] * conversation,’ 
with a tinge, perhaps, of the 
more technical meaning. Com- 
pare Rep. 454: "Epib, ov &a- 
Aékro, mpds GAANAous xpapevor. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 15 


р. 146. Sê трето: тє av ToUro kai тоАй пАєюу emddoiev* 
~ ^ v е , Е] ^ 3 ^ y AA’ 
TQ уар бут  veorns eis wav éridocw €Xet. aAX, 
g м ` , , ^ , , э э , 
aoep pm, и) афієсо той Oearrjrov, &ÀN épora. 
3 ^ , 
EQ. 'Axovas 05, © Ocaíryre, a Aéyec Өєодоро, 
e e » ^ е э 4 5 м ` 6. À / v 
Q amiTév, as €yo olat, ore со eOeAnoets, ovTE s 
, ^ ^ , , 
Oéuis тєрї Ta тоадта avdpi софф ETTATTOVTL veo- 
, ^ , ,*» 5 ` , А , 
Tepov алте!бєї. QAN єй kai yevvaiws єтє ті cot ĝo- 


^ , 
KEL elvat EMLOTHUN ; 


3 , ^ 
ӨЕАТ. 'AAAà ур, © Хократєѕ, ЄтєӨїтєр Оше — Thewtetus 
, , , м уер , is at length 
KeAevere. TAVTOS yàp, àv TL коі @рарто, ETAVOP= зо encouraged 
Oacere ранна э 
е an answer, 
3 *G 
XQ. Па» uév ov, av mép ye otoi тє pev. TT 
Е а ` , like, shoe- 
ӨЕАІ. Aoxe roivuy pot kai a тара Өєодороо av mee 
, ^ 5 , \ А ^ ‘ d oth 
Tis pabor erioThpat eivat, уєорєтріа тє kal as viv ON useful arta, 
` ^ ГА . ^ ЕЛ 
dav биўАбес, kai ад скототошк?) тє kal ai TOY GAAwy 15 1 and 
~^ , ^ , ^ е , , » these is 
Snpuoupy@v Téxvat, Taal re kal ёкастт тотоу, ouk heei 
» a> , 3 ledge.’ 
aAAo т: ў титр] evo ‚ а - a RR 
EQ. Tevvaiws ye кої ф:Лодороѕ, à pire, ё airn- are many 
Beis тоАА& 01805 Kat mokia av dro. rious ; 
knowledge 


2. ёлїбоо» ҳе) Rep. 536: 
уои yàp où meoréov, as ynpd- 
arov tis TOAAG Ovvarós pavOdvew, 
GAN jrrov ў rpéxew, véov дё mavres 
of peyáXot каї of roA\ol móvot. 

3. ui) ёфїето r. Ө. № ёрфта] 
Compare Lach. 186: Mj) афќє- 
abai сє ёро? diexeAevero, GAN épo- 
qv. Rep. 449. 

5. otre O¢uis—vedrepov dret- 
eiv] Instead of making dmoreiv 
depend on бёшх, a new clause is 
introduced expressing the par- 
ticular points in this disobedi- 
ence which make it unlawful. 
The like change occurs often in 
Plato, and is part of the fulness 
of his style. See above, p. 145 : 
"Qore Üavuáaa:, к.т. and nocte. 


IO. mdvrws уар, ктА.] Thes- 
tetus is not yet alive to the dif- 
ficulty of the subject. 

17. émarnun| Not ‘a science, 
but ‘science.’ Theatetus does 
not make the distinction. The 
sentence is, however, humoured 
by the introduction of the sin- 
gular éxágrz. 

18. T'e»vaíos ye] Referring to 
єў kal yevvaiws above. 

19. тока] Either ‘a rich 
variety of things, or ‘ many 
complex notions for one simple 
one. The analysis of terms 
which follows points rather to 
the latter meaning; but the 
former is more natural, and is 
supported by comparing Phile- 


, 


js one and 
simple. 

This is il- 
lustrated. 
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ӨЕАТ. [és ri roUro Aéyes, © Xoxpares ; 


EQ. “Icos pêv ovóév: 


^ , 5 , 
0 pévrOL oipat, paco. 


бта» A€yyns oxuTiKHY, ux) Te @ААХо фраќе Зу ema yug 


vmoóyu&rev épyacias ; 
s ӨЕАІ. Ovédev. 


p. 146. 


EQ. Ti 8, órav rexrovixny ; pù te аАЛо 7) Єлї-е 
oTnuny THs Tov ÉvA(vov aevàv épyaaías ; 


ӨЕАТ. Орде тоўто. 


, ^ ^ е , 
ХО. Ovxoüv év aupotv, ob єкатєра émiornun, 


^ е , 
1o ToUTO 0рі(&1$ ; 


OEAI. Nai. 


ZO. To Ò érepwrnbev, à Өєотттє, ov robro ў», 


Tlvov з] emoTnun, ойде OTroTaL тшє. où yap ар:диӯ- 


bus, p. 12 (at the opening of 
the dialogue): Ту» дё 8ovjv olda 
ûs ёст: moov, fors yàp 
dxovew pêv обтоѕ drA\ûs ёу rt, pop- 
фас 8 ётүтоо muvroias «їХфє xat 
twa трбтоу dvouolas dAAnhov. 
The two objections (тоААй, тог. 
xa) are discussed in the re- 
verse order. See below: Tivov 
—éréca, Прётбу yé rov— Ererá 
ує тоо, к.т.\. 

1. Has ri] What (ri), and 
with what meaning (rûs). Com- 
pare Soph. 262: ûs ri ror el- 
mes ; бтєр giny, к.т.\. 

2. “lows pêv ovder] вс. Méyo, 
‘perhaps I am talking non- 
sense.’ 

ô pévro opa] se. Aéyew. 

3. oxurixyy] This is said to 
have differed from окитотдшкт 
(above); and the change of 
word is an instance of Plato's 
love of variety. Perhaps the 
one was a generic, the other a 
specific term. At least they 
do not exclude each other in 
Plato. See Rep. 374: 'H oiv 
oxurixis Oe paddov кпбєтба‹ ў mo- 





Aejuks ; ObBauós. "АМ дра тд» 
скототброу, k.r.A.—1lb. бот: По- 
псє 8 ye скототброѕ kal yaňkeús ; 
ov8 ó moujcas б тє xadxeds 
kai Ó oxurevs ; 

$rav— jpá(es] You express 
by the term ‘shoe-making.’ 

12. Td 8 èn.) ‘What I went 
on to ask you.” v. supr. uj dpi 
єсо к.т. А. 

13. rívov 7 ётісттит, odê óró- 
cat тис] The first answer of 
Meno to the question, ‘What is 
virtue ?' is exactly analogous to 
this of Theetetus about know- 
ledge. Instead of attempting 
to generalize, he enumerates 
the several kinds of virtue. 
Men. 71: 'Avüpàs dpernv y- 
vaixòs ретт» mage apern, 
к.т.А. Socrates replies (Men. 
12): IIo ye тол evruyia foia 
kexpraOa, Фф Mévov, є шау (тёр 
рєт)» opivss тї dveUpmka dperàv 
mapa ool kepévaev, x.r.A. The 
whole passage should be com- 
pared with this. See also 
Lach. 191, 192, where Socrates 
finds a similar difficulty in lead- 
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р. 146. саг aras BovAcpevor popela, &@АА@& yvàvaa ётиттт]- 


э V «© , >> ГА A n1 ⁄ 

ити avro б Ti ror éoTiv. 7 ovdev Aéyo ; 

OEAI. Па» иё> oiv ópfós. 

ZO. Tear 07 kal rode. el tis nuas Tov havdwy 
Tı кой Mpoxeipwv ёрогто, otov тєрї mnAod, б Ti тот $ 
єстіу, el azrokpwaiueÜa. air mAòs 0 Tûv yurpéwv 

` ` e ^» ^ ` ` ‹ ^ 
Kat TNÀos 0 Tv ітуотЛабду kai mnAos 0 TOv TAW- 


^ A ^ 3 
Bovpyðv, ойк ау 'yeAotot elev ; 


ӨЕАТ. “Icos. 


^ ,. f ^ 
ZO. Ilpórov uév yé тои oiopevot соири ёк THS 
NMETEpas drokpicews Tov éporOwvra, orav emwpev 
b туло, etre 0 rGv корот\аӨФу mpoaÓévres etre ФААор 
> 


^ ^ a м , 
avTwevory Snuwovpyav. ў ole, Tis TL GuVingl Twos 


y à \ 3 ad 
Ovopa, 0 yan olde ті Єттї; 


ing the respondent to the con- 
ception of a general notion,— 
and Soph. 240, where Theæte- 
tus is again entrapped into a 
similar mistake in defining the 
word «оћо», 

I. émornpny айтд] Rep. 472: 
*Efnrotpev aùró re дікаюсуту oló» 
оті. 

4. € ris ђрӣс—є drokpwai- 
неба] For the double є comp. 
Rep. 331 : Et ris Аабо тара $l- 
Хоу аудрдѕ cawppovoivros dma, el 
pavels åmaroi, к.т.А. 

rûv файАш» te «al mpoxeípov] 
Some trivial and obvious matter. 

7. lnvorhabav] For this, the 
reading of all the MSS., коротћа- 
dav has been substituted in the 
margin of some MSS., for the 
sake of the uniformity which 
Plato avoided. See below, note 
on коротћабёу, 1.12. 

го. оїбфие›ш тумуш] Comp. 
Rep. 505: El dvedifovrés ye бті 
ойк oper тд dyabdy, №уоџс: там» 
es elüóov фроуси yàp аїтб фас 


elva &уабой, ós ай avnévrov này 
8 rt \éyovcty, éreday тб той йуабоў 
pbéyEovra буора. Soph. 244: 
Ti more Bovdeobe onpaivew ómórav 
bv фбёуупсбє. We find ourselves 
involved in a further stage of 
the same absurdity at the end 
of the dialogue, p. 210: Kal rav- 
татасі ye eUnÜes, (yroUvrov nav 
émarnuny, 8ó£av hava: phy elvai 
per’ émompns «тє Suapopérnros 
elre órovoiv. 

12. elre б rûv коротћабёу mpos- 
ёте] It ів in Plato’s manner 
to surprise us with a fresh ex- 
ample at each step of the argu- 
ment, instead of dwelling upon 
one already adduced. Rep, 
333 : “Qomep б kiÜapurrucós, к.т.\. 
— Prot. 312: “Qomep ó kapı- 
orns, к.т.А.—апа in this dialo- 
gue, p. 161: Barpdxov yupivov.— 
169: 30 ёё Kar’ 'Avraiov, к.т.№.— 
178: Ody ў той кїбариттой,— 
190: ‘Yytaivovra ў шиубреуор. 

13. ў ole, ris т) ole ів pa- 
renthetical, and therefore does 

D 


Thestetus 
perceives 
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EQ. O8 ара emurrjuny UrodnudTav cvvinow 0 


emtaTnuny ил) «ідо. 
OEAI. Ov yap. 


^ v > , è * , , 
ZO. Укитікти apa ov сохто 05 av єтоттить 


ayvon, орде Twa GAAnY TéxvnV. 


OEAI. “Ест ойто. 


ZO. leAoía ара 7 ázrókpuris TQ Epwrnbevte єті- 


р. 147. 


, v ГД , ^ v 
стрл ті Єттї, Отау атокрілта: Téxvrs rwos буора. c 


OEAI. "Eoier. 


то TWOS уар Єтигтити drokpiverat, ov TOUT epornÜeis. 


LÀ , ^ 
EQ. "Елета yé mov 0и $avAwos kai Bpaxéws 
, e / e 
amoxpivacOat Tepiépxero, azépavrov oov. oiov kai 


, ^ ^ ^ 0» , ^. / $-t ^ 
ev TH ToU 775ÀoU єрөттутє hadov Tov kai &mAoUv 


L4 эл , 
отоу єди Xaipetw. 


a ^ ¢ - a ` n 
15 єйтєїў От y) vyp@ Pupabeioa mndos av em, то $ 


OEAI. ‘Родио, à Xokpares, viv ye ойто daíve- 


not affect the position of the 
enclitic. For the sense, comp. 
Men. 80: Kai riva rpérov (r= 
cas, û B., rovro, б ш) оїтба тд 
тарата» б rt ёсті. 

12.”Enerd yé rov] This ought 
strictly to refer to the illustra- 
tion: which however is brought 
up again immediately. But we 
had reverted to the main sub- 


‘ject meantime. 


13. meptépxeras dmépavrov 86и] 
Ar. Met. 3. 1007 а: 'Avvarov 
dreipá у бута rà суцеВпкбта ĝi- 
bei’ û oly drayra OuAÓéro ў 
pn bev. 

14. €» rj тоб пућ\о? ваф. 
For the form of reference wit 
€», cf. Thucyd. I, 9: "Ev roô exjr- 
трох rj rapadéce. Phileb. 33: 
"Е» тӯ mapaBoAg rûv Biov. The 
frequency of this idiom perhaps 


assists the genitive moù, which 
is descriptive rather than ob- 
jective. *In the question of the 
clay.' 

15. mdds dy ein] Either, ‘earth, 
if moistened, will be (dy єй) 
mud, or ‘moistened earth 
would seem to be (dy ej) the 
definition of mud.' The latter 
is probably right. 

17. viv y ойто) * Now as you 
put it.’ So far Thextetus has 
appeared wholly unfamiliar with 
the conception of a universal 
notion. But Socrates’ illustra- 
tion reminds him of the com- 
prehensive simplicity of geo- 
metrical expressions. And thus 
he finds a clue in what he 
knows to the new labyrinth, of 
inquiry into which Socrates in- 
vites him. Mathematical ideas, 
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Ж » х , з ~ т ` , ^ ton 
p.147. та’ arap kwÜvveverg єрютау oiov Kai avrois yuv 


sid 


м » ^ , > А ` ^ ^ 
evayxos eionrGe Siadcyopevors, poi тє Kal TH сф 


e , , 7 
Oj.oVUMQ TOUTQ Ўократє. 


EQ. То тог» д), © Geairnre ; 


ӨЕАІ. Пері Óvv&ueóv т: ушу Өєбдөро$ 08e 


being the first pure abstractions 
which the mind arrives at, are 
peculiarly fitted to guide it to 
the contemplation of abstrac- 
tions generally. So at least 
thought Plato, Rep. VII. 522- 
531. We find here the same 
difficulty which meets us often 
in Plato. We have to think of 
that as in process of elabora- 
tion, which is already familiar 
to ourselves. See Hegel, Gesch. 
d. Phil. p. 197 : “ A number of 
Plato's dialogues are intended 
merely to produce the con- 
sciousness of a general notion, 
which we possess without the 
trouble of acquiring it. Hence 
his discursiveness has often the 
effect, of tediousness to us." 

In reading what follows, it 
must be borne in mind that, by 
the ancients, arithmetic was stu- 
died through geometry. If a 
number was regarded as simple, 
it was a line. If as composite, 
it was a rectangular figure. To 
multiply was to construct a rect- 
angle, to divide was to find one 
of its sides. "Traces of this still 
remain in such terms as square, 
cube, common measure, but the 
method itself is obsolete Hence 
it requires an effort to conceive 
of the square root, not as that 
which multiplied into itself pro- 
duces a given number, but as 
the side of a square, which 
either is the number, or is equal 
to the rectangle which is the 
number. The use of the Arabic 


notation and of algebra has 
greatly assisted in expressing 
and conceiving the properties 
of numbers without reference 
to form. 

5. Пері Bwvdgeóv re к.т. À] 
See Eucl. В. X. Deff. 3-11: 
Ev6eiat duvdper cvpperpoi elow, б- 
Tav rà an’ аўтёу rerpáyova TÔ абтф 
xepío perpîrat. ‘Aoúpperpor де, 
Grav rois йт aùrûv rerpayóvois pn- 
dêy evdéxerar xwpiov кошу nérpov 
yevéoba. 'Тойто>» бтокєцёроу Sei- 
куут Ort Tjj mporebcion edOeia 
trapxovow ebcia т\б йтєро 
dovpperpo al pêv pire: uóvov, al 
8é xal duvdpet, (v. 1. odpperpor ka 
dovpperpor, al pêv piket kal duvduet, 
al 8 Bvrápet uóvov.) Калеїтбш о?» 
ў pêv тротебеїта ebÓcia рут]. Kal 
ai rary ovpperpos, etre pirer kai ĝu- 
уйре, etre Suvdperpdvoy, ртта{. Ai dé 
rary dovpperpot, @Хоуо: кахеїт@ш- 
cav. Kal rd pêv алд rîs mpore- 
Geions є0дєѓаѕ rerpdyavov, pyrov, 
Kai rà rovro ovpperpa, рута. Ta 
8ê roro dc)puerpa, @\оуа калеї- 
сдә. Kat ai duvdpeva аўта, dÀo- 
yov el pêv тетрйүш>а ein, айтай ai 
mevpal, є 82 érepá twa eùbvypap- 
ра, al iva aùrois rerpdywva dva- 
ypapovem. B. VIL 17, 19. Te- 
Tpáywvos apOpds éotw ó lodes 
loos, ў ó ітд дид rov dpibpar 
meptexsuevos. "Отау Sê dvd dpsOpoi 
ToÀÀamAaciácavres GAA Movs mor- 
Фе{ twa, ó yevdpevos ётїтєдоў ka- 
Мета’ mevpal дё abro) of то\ћа- 
mAaoticavres GAA Rous dpifuol. 

5. vvápeov] ‘Roots, i.e. here, 
‘square roots,’ although cube 


D2 


tn 


that the 
answer re- 
quired is 
analogous 
to a geo- 
metrical 
expression ; 
i. e. simple 
and com- 
prehensive. 
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v ^ , , ^ , , 

He relates — €ypae, Ts тє трїтодо$ тєрї kal TevrémoO0s, @то- p.147. 
the disco- " g , , / ^ , Suv 
serat фаш» бт. итке ov Eúpperpoi TH Todiaia, kal ойто 
the inte- ` A ^ 
ulead karà шар касти Tpoalpovpevos uéxp. THS ExTaKat- 

t i , e > \ , > К a ` , 
potential  Sexdrodos’ єр Sê тойт ros €vécXero" тї обу єіс- 


5 HAGE т. тоіобтор, ёте) amepot то mANÂos ai vva- 
pes éjaivovro, vepaÜ0rva. EvddAaBeiv eis ёр, ore 
тасаѕ Taras mpocayopevoopey Tas Svvapels. 

ZO. *H каї edperé т: rotoUrov ; 
OEAI. ”Euorye Soxotpev. скотє дё kai av. 
о ХО. AÉye. 
OEAI. Тоу ар:дроу тарта diya SueAaBopev. rov 
pêv Svvapevor cov ісакіх yiyveoĝa TQ тєтрауиф 
TÒ oyua &rewagavres TeTpaywvor тє kai laomAevpov 


D 
Trpogeuropev. 


quantity is afterwards spoken 
of. Дораш is an abbreviated 
expression for т} Svvauévy єўбєїа. 
So 7 rpirovs (divas) = eùbeia ў 
duvdpe rpirovs, i. e. (a foot being 
the unit) ./3. Cf. Polit. 266: 
Auáperpos т Suvdpuet Širovs. Bimi- 
lar abbreviations occur below 
in the terms u5xos and divayss. 
Cf. Eucl X. Prop. 21: Tò ітд 
рттё» duvdpe uóvov cvppérpay eù- 
Ody mepiexopévoy ópBoyówiov dXo- 
уб» dort. kal ту Óvvauév abró dXo- 
yós ёсті. Каћісбо дё џќот. Ibid. 
infr. Deff. : "Ex úo óvouárov mpó- 
Th, devrépa, &c. dmroroui) mporn, 
$єутёра &c. 

2. ийке] In linear measure- 
ment. They are durdper ovpperpor, 
i. e. their squares are commen- 
surable, viz. by the unit. 

3. karû ша» ёкйттпу] Why did 
he not begin with 4/21 Was it 
because the dimous Sivas is less 
than the unit, viz. 1 ft.? The 
ending with éraxa:dexdrodos is 
а mere accident, as shown by 


the words, d» 8 ravry mos éve- 


exero. 

6. EvddaBeiv els ё, rp] & is 
not the antecedent to óre ; the 
construction is, mpds тд onpat- 
vónevov, as if it were eipeiv, óro, 
xr. * By generalizing, to find 
an expression that should em- 
brace them all.’ Cf Soph. Phi- 
loct. 341 : Toryapotv тё тд» фра- 
cov avis там» por траур’, бтф о” 
ёлВрісау. Charm. 166: 'Ez' abro 
kets épevvàv, бтр бафёре racûv 
rûv émornpar ту тофроесууту. 

II. Tov dpiduàv mavra] Comp. 
Phæd. 104 : ‘Н rpids xai ў mep- 
тта kal б ўшоос то? dpOyod äras. 
Soph. 238 : 'Apifuóv 8) тд» úp- 
mayra, 

12. Övvápevov) Used here in 
its ordinary sense, without any 
reference to ĝuvápewv above. 

tov {сікі yiyverOa] i. e. to 
be made as а square number, 
which, as Euclid says, is ó ісакѕ 
loos, ў ó tnd диф» rav dpifuàv 
mepiexopevos. ‘To arise by the 


P- 147. 
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OEAI. Tov тош» pera rovrov, dv koi rà 


, ^ ^ , ^ ^ ^ эу / у , , 
p.148. Tpía kal та mévre kal mas 05 aOvvaros (gos 1так$ 





evégÜat QAX 1) mÀeiov éAarrovàkte 7) €AaTTov 
Y 7] 7] 


, / , M A эү ^ э ^ 
TAeovaxts yiyverat, peiCov Sê kai eAarrow ae пАєора 


avrov Trep.AauBavet, TH прорђке ad сҳтђиат: атека- 
cavres Tpounkn apiOuov ékaAéaaev. 

ZO. КаАМота. аАА@& ri TO pera тоўто ; 

ӨЕАІ. "Oca. uév ypappai tov igómAevpov kai 


єтітєдоу apiOpov rerpaycovi(ovat, иђкоѕ Фрит@дебе, 


L4 M M е , , t , M > 
ooa de тоу érepounkn, Óvvauew, ws ирке pev où 


multiplication of equal num- 
bers.’ 

7. трорлкп—ётерорткт| These 
terms were distinguished by 
the later Pythogoreans. Nico- 
machus says that érepoynxns 
dpióuós has one factor greater 
than the other by 1, mpounxns 
by more than 1. 

10, rerpaywvi{over] Form аз 
their squares. 

II. бета дё тфу érepopnxn] sc. 
тєтрауоу оиса. See Eucl, IT. 14. 

és pike pêv ov fupperpous 
éxelvais, roig 8 émimédas å dvvar- 
ra] Translate either, ‘not com- 
mensurable with the former in 
linear measurement, but in the 
surfaces (composite numbers, 
see Deff.) of which they are the 
roots,’ or ‘not commensurable 
with them in linear measure- 
ment, while they are mutually 
commensurable in the surfaces 
of which they аге severally 
roots.’ I. e. the lines which 
are (or stand for) the irra- 
tional roots are not commen- 
surable with the integral roots 
or with unity (rj roBıaig), 
but their squares, being inte- 
gers, have à common measure 


of unity. They are commen- 
surable not in themselves, but 
in their squares, that is, they 
are potentially commensurable 
(ðuvápe: pdvov ajvpuerpo). For 
the constr. à ðúvavra, comp. 
ai диареи айта in the Deff. 
above; also, Eucl X. 22: 'H 
Suvapevn airs. It remains doubt- 
ful whether the one set of roots 
(8uvdpetrs) or both are the no- 
minative to dvwaryra, and con- 
sequently, whether rois émmédas 
refers only to oblong number, 
or to both oblong and square 
number. The former alternative 
may be adopted as the simpler ; 
although the latter would be 
the more accurate expression. 
Instead of enumerating all the 
irrational roots, which seemed 
infinite, they conceived the idea 
of finding an expression which 
should embrace them all. They 
first went for assistance from 
arithmetic to the less ab- 
stract forms of geometry (Ar. 
Met. I. 2 : аі yàp ё éAarróvov 
axpiBéorepar trav ёк mpoaÜéceos 
Aeyopévav, olov ápibugruc) -yewpe- 
rpias). Here they at once found 
а generalization. АП numbers 


— 
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+ , , ^ ‚ 5 ^ ^ , ^ 
ёондётроу$ єкєіроиѕ, Tots д ezurédoig à SUvavTat’ Kat р. 143. 
b 


тєрї rà стєрє& GAAO TouUrov. 

EQ. "Арюта y avOporwv, © maiðes’ dore pot 

докєі 0 Өєодөроѕ ойк évoyos rois Wevdouaprupios 
5 oeo Oa. 

ӨЕАІ. Kal uv, @ Xókpares, 0 ye єротӣ тєрї 
emioTnuns, ойк av Suvatuny amoxpivacOu, wdomep 
тєрї тод pnKous каї THs Ovvayews* KaiTOL CÙ yé pot 
Soxeis тоойтбу Tt Grev dare máÀw ad paiverat 


10 wevdns 0 Өєодороѕ. 


TQ. Ti dai; & ce mpos Ópóuov émawóv pndevic 


which can be produced by equal 
integers they called square num- 
bers. The rest, formed of un- 
equal factors, they called ob- 
long. The roots of the former 
can be measured by unity, the 
roots of the latter cannot, though 
the numbers themselves can. 
Hence a general distinction, and 


a simple nomenclature. The 
roots of square numbers they 
called unen, i. e. unket avpperpot, 
commensurable in whole num- 
bers, the roots of oblong num- 
bers, duvapes, 1. е. Suvdpes póvov 
cvppérpovs. And similarly, in re- 
gard to solid quantity, i. e. the 
cube roots of numbers. 
4 


In other words, ./16 = 4 or 16 = 4 |; 


and 4 = !:2-2-4- = the line forming one of its sides. 


On the other hand 


vV 12 = 3-464 or 12 = أو‎ 


and 3.464 = !:2:3-, which is 
not commensurable with the side 
of the former square, although 
its square is commensurable, be- 
cause it can be measured by 
unity. The boys ended with 
the term with which they start- 
ed; and yet they had gained 
much; they saw now as one, 
what they had seen as many; as 
a whole, what they. had seen us 
infinite ; and this by limiting 
the application of the term, and 
distinguishing the thing from 


| and a] | = заи |; 





that with which they had con- 
fused it. So a real advance is 
made towards a true conception 
of knowledge, when we have 
distinguished it from sense and 
from true opinion, although we 
fail to define it as it is in itself. 

4. ойк evox. т. №. Everba] 
‘Will not be found guilty of 
perjury. See above, ovdels eme- 
oxnve, and note. The article 
refers to what has been already 
mentioned. 


OEAITHTO. 
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р. 148. ойто дрошкф ёфт тфу véov évrervygkéva, eira. ĝia- 


^ [4 , , 
Üéov той &kpa(ovros каї таҳістоо ттт], ђттоу Tt 


a м ^ , , 
ay ote. а@Ат@т) rovÓ. ётолиєсои ; 


ӨЕАІ. Оюк éywye. 


EQ. 'AAAà rv ётисттђити, Фотєр viv др éyos 


м. , му 3 , ^ ^ > ^ , 
€Aeyov, сшкроу т: oles eivat e£evpeiv кай ov rv TAVTY 


Фкроу ; 


OEAI. № тб» ДГ ёуоує kai pada ye rv акро- 


, 
тат оу. 


ХО. Өарре тойлуу тєрї savr kai т: oiov Oed- 


а боро» Aéyew, продош)пт: 8 парті тротф тфу re 


@ААш» тёр: kai éemioTnuns Aaßeiv Aoyov, Ti more 


^ y 
TUYXAVEL ov. 


OEAI. Пробошаѕ uév €vekev, & Zókpares, þa- 


уєітои. 


ZO. "10: др коЛоѕ yap арт: офпуђсо` перф 


* A 
MuyLovpevos THY Trepi TÕV SuvapEewv amokputw, фотєр 


1. dabéov] Running a course. 
Comp. Prot. 335 : viv 8 éeriv 
Фостер йу є доб pov Крїтюн тф 
"Inepaío Ópouei axpdovrt ётєтбш, 
Ñ rûv ёомҳодрброу rq f) rûv ђреро- 
Spdpov дгаббу Te xai emer Oat. 
Where Socrates speaks of him- 
self as past the 8pduou йкит, 
(Rep. 460.) which Theetetus 
here has not reached. 

5. Sonep viv дй] See above, 
opaxpoy 8 тї бторё. 

6. rûv тйуту áxpov] The Bodl. 
MS. has dxpiBav, with an accent 
over the à, and a dot over each 
of the letters «, В. — áxpov is re- 
quired by the words which 
follow. Cf. Lach. 193: Тау 
тауу xaÀàv mpayuárew тує ov 
avdpiay elya. ; EÙ pêv ody tod бт! 
тфу xaÀMorev. The mistake 


perhaps originated in not per- 
ceiving that йкроу is masc. 
“ Knowledge is no trifling mat- 
ter to find out, but it belongs 
to men every way complete ;” 
i. e. not, like the runner, in one 
way only. 

8. rûv dxporárov] The superla- 
tive might seem unnecessary; 
but cf. Legg. 906: Tév mavrá- 
пасі dkporárov deororay. 

12. émornpns is governed part- 
ly by répu but chiefly by Adyov. 

14. пробоџ, — evexey — gay. | 
Comp. Phædr. 272 : Перф Aé- 
ye» — Evera pév—rreipas xot dy. 
Polit. 304 : Heípas pêy тойл» 
€vexa. 

16. кафе yàp йрт: офтупсо) 
Comp. Gorg. 455 : Atros yàp ra- 
Aes офтупсо. 


But he 
fears that 
the ques- 
tion about 


* This із a 
sign, dear 
lad, that 
there is 
something 
in you, and 
that you 
ought to be 
made to 
feel the 
power of 
my art. 
You have 
heard that 
Таша 
strange 
fellow, but 
you were 
not aware 
that I 
practised 
my mo- 
ther’s 
trade. 
Consider 
the mid- 
wives ; 
they have 
once had 


experience 
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, ^ e 
TavTas ToAAas oUcas €vi єїбєє TepiéAafes, обто кой p. 148. 
е 


Tas ToAAas ётиттђиаѕ évl oyo rpocetrelv. 
ӨЕАТ. 'AAX єй tof, à ZXoókpares, тоААак ù 


9» , , ГА ЕД , ` * ^ 
avro emexeipnoa oké yasha, akovov Tas пара тоў 


s GmoQepouévas porres’ adAa yap ойт avros Óv- 


^ , ^ e E ^ , уэ у. 
VAAL WELT aL EavTOY ws ikavos TL A€yw, ойт aAAOU 


> ^ СА vo € * , > ^ M 
акодсои A€yovros ойтоѕ ws ov OiakeAeUer ov pev On 


ad ооё amadAaynvat ToU uéAew. 
EO. ’ONSivers уар, © pire Geairnre, dia то џи) 


` 
то KEVOS GAN’ ёукушоу elvat. 


ӨЕАІ. Ovx oida, û Zoókpares" 0 uévrot rérovda 


Aéyo. 


EQ. Ета, db karayéAacTe, ойк dk5koag, Og ёу@ p. 149. 


elut vids paias u&Aa yevvaias re kai BAoavpüs, Par- 


15 vapérns ; 


ӨЕАІ. “Hôn roiró ye "jkovca. 
EQ. *Apa xai, бт. érirgóevo ryv abr)» Téyvyv, 


aknKoas ; 


I. ёй «де mrepiéAaBes—évi Aé- 
ye mpocemév] To classify and 
to name (as above, evAAafeiv els 
fy— ӧтф  mpocayopeicouev) are 
considered as different aspecta 
of the same thing. 

8. pérew] The reading is 
doubtful реи has on the 
whole the best authority ; but 
the reading of the Scholiast, 
«оре, which is found on the 
margin of several MSS., sup- 
posing it to have been origin- 
ally a gloss, agrees better with 
na», though it might have 
been suggested by either. There 
is an idea of uneasiness in pé- 
Aew which suits well with the 
context. Оп the other hand, 
ойд’ ата\ауўђии rov реу (вс. 


ixavûs Tı Aéyew) is а thoroughly 
Greek expression. For uéXew 
used personally, comp. Aesch. 
Ag. 370: Oeoùs Bporûv diodoa: 
ёе». Soph. Electr. 342 : Kei- 
vov Aabéaba Ts дё ruxrovans шећер 
(where it may be impersonal, 
88 perhaps here) Eur. H. F. 
772: O«oi deol rà» ddixwy pé- 
Aovot. 

9. ddives yáp] Rep. 490: Kai 
ойто Ayo. divos, прі» 8 об. 

I4. pdda yevvaíag re ка) В\о- 
cvpüs] ‘Truly noble and va- 
liant, or ‘ commanding,’ ‘ of no 
common or feeble mould.’ 

yervaias] ‘Of the right sort.’ 
Bdoovpas; ‘ burly.’ Comp. Rep. 
535 : T'evvalovs re xai Brooupove 
та ôn. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 


р. 149. ӨЕАІ. Ovdapas. 


EQ. AAN eû 1060 örr 
mpos Tovs aAAovs’ AéAxÜa уар, È éraipe, тайттр 
ёхоу Tv Téyvqv: ot дё, are ойк eidores, ToUTO pev 
ov A€yovat тєрї éuoU, OTL бє drordraros eiui kals 


a ` , 2.3 ^ , 
то Tous avÜpoxrovs алторєй” 1 kai Toro акткоаѕ ; 


b ӨЕАІ. “Eyoye. 


УО. Eiro oiv со то aitov ; 


OEAI. Haw pév оди. 


25 


of child- 
birth, and 
are also 
such as the 
virgin 
Goddess 
prefers, 
They per- 
ceive the 
state of 
those they 
meet with. 
They can 
arouse or 
allay the 
travail of а 
patient : 


^ , , 
BN MEVTOL pov karetrms 


, ^ ^ ^ ^ 
ZO. 'Ev»vogseov б то mepi tas paias array wg ond cause 


x ta , ^ , 3 , 

exet, xai pov pabnoe о BovAopat. оісба уар Tov 
б э , э ^ у ШИ FN , 

бе оудєша айтФу ETL ат kviGKop€vr) тє kai тіктоута 
у , y , + у 

&ААе< paseverat, GAA’ ai 7/0) advvaror TIKTELW. 


OEAI. Пау pev оду. 


abortion 
when they 
think it 
meet. They 
are also 
naturally 
the best 
match- 
makers. 


EQ. Airíav é ye rovrov div elvai тт” Apre- 15 They are 


ш», бт aoxos одса THY Aoxeíav elAnye. стєріфаѕ 
c pêv оди ара ойк докє шолєуєс дои, От! 7) avOpwrivn 
+ , , ^ ^ , т A 5 м 
фит асдєуиєстєра эу AaBeiv Téexunmv Ov àv т} amerpos 
таіѕ 8 дг ућкіар атокоіѕ просєтаёє, TTA тђи 


ars ороюттта. 

5. дтотфтатоѕ к.т.А.] ‘That I 
am the strangest of mortals, 
and bring men to their wit's 
end.’ dromóraros is the very 
word to express Socrates' idea 
of himself,—atrdy re каї roùs Aó- 
yous. Symp.215 : Od уар т: på- 
Bov rjv aj» áromíav bY ёҳорті eù- 
Tópos каї ёфеёпѕ катарбрцтта. 

атотфтатб єїш каї по TOUS 
dvpórovs dmopév| Comp. Men. 
79, 80: "Hxovov pev fywye kai трі» 
суууєиќсбш aot бт: od ойдё» ANo 
ў abrós тє dropeîs kai roùs GAdous 
nois dmopeiv.———-kai Soxeis pot 
mavrehas, el det rı каї скоча, ópot- 
óraros elvat Tó тє el8os kai ráÀÀa 
тайт тӯ mÀareíg уаркр тӯ Qa\ar- 
ría. This whole passage is at 


slow, in- 
deed, to 
acknow- 
ledge the 
pride they 
take in 
this, 
though 
they bring 
20 people to- 


least as much in favour of the 8°ther law- 


MS. reading dromóraros, as of 
Stallbaum’s conjecture, dzopó- 
raros, which was suggested by 
the former part of it. 

15. Airíav] An adj. agreeing 
as predicate with "Apreuv. *Ar- 
temis is responsible for this.’ 

16. Moxos] Used etymologi- 
cally, as if from а priv., and А 
xos Ог Aoxevo. 

17. dpa] According to this 
tale. 

7 аудротіт dci acd.) * It 
is not in human nature to 
become skilful where it is not 
experienced.’ 

19. drdxos] Bodl. p. m. атбто. 

Tiura rjv abris биофттта] ‘In 
E 
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fully, and OEAI. Eixos. р. 149. 
not unlaw- » ^ хо, 37 у» ^ \ 
fally. EQ. Obxo)r kai rode cikos тє kal avaykalov, Tas 


Kvoveas kai и?) угурфскєсба: paAdAov vro TOY puðv 
7 тб» ANW ; 
s ӨЕАІ. Пар ye. 

ZO. Kai py kai ббойта! ye ai pata фарџакіа 
kal émádovaa. Svvavra Єүєїрє тє Tas divas Kal 
padOaxwrépas, av BovAwvrat, тої, kal Tíkrew Ted 
0j tas SvotoKovcas, kai єй» véov òv Oofm duB\i- 

10 скєш, арВћіскоуси/ ; 

OEAI. "Eor: rara. 

EQ. 'Ap' обу ёт: kal rode avràv HoOnoa, бт: кай 
проштатріаї eioi SeworaTra, às пасософо: одоо 
тєрї тод yvôvai тоа» xp?) поі àvÓpi avvoUgav ws 

15 ápig rovs поідаѕ TiKTELY ; 

OEAI. Où таро roro оїда. 

EQ. 'AAX 106 Gre éri rovro шеќоу dpovobsw Ñ) 
ётї TH опфаћттоша. évvoet уар" THs airs 1) GAAns е 
olei туте elvat Oepareiay тє kai Ёоукошдђі тфу ék 

20 уўѕ kapmv kai ad TO yryv@aew eis поіау үт moîov 
rov тє kai стєрша karafgNyréov ; 

OEAI. Ok, adda THs aris. 


honour of their resemblance 
to herself,’ ripsa, ‘ prizing.’ Cf. 
Symp. 208: Tò аўто? dmofAá- 
ornpa duce rav ru. 

6. фарийка] The Diminutive 
is noticeable. ‘Gentle reme- 
dies.’ 


is spoken of. For the ellipse, 
which is a little difficult, v. infr. 
р. 161. ré ye од», Бе. кўра. Aŭ- 
vavrat is lost sight of as the sen- 
tence proceeds. Such a transi- 
tion to the indicative mood is 
not unfrequent. Cf. Rep. 465: 


8. тікте re 0] Sc. roueîv. 

9. жох bv) Se. rd Bpépos, Said 
here of the embryo, ‘At an early 
stage,’ i. e. before it is dangerous 
todo so. Cf. Hipp. de Morb. 
Mul. $ 3, 97: "Hy ugnaior фбєїрї 
rò maidiov, where the same thing 


Tépa 8¢xovra, (àvrés re, kai reAev- 
T]cavres rahis agias peréxovow. 

14. rota» ур] ‘ What woman 
should be married to what man, 
to produce the noblest off- 
spring.’ 


p. 149. 


p.150. 


OEAITHTOS. 
EQ. Eis yvvaika Sé, pire, GAA» pêv olet ToU 
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rotovrov, aAAnv Sê EvyKowsdips ; 
OEAI. OdDkovv єікоѕ ye. 


EQ. Où yap. adda bia тту adixov тє kai arexvov 


Evvaywynv avdpos kal yuvaxos, 7 Ô) mpoaywyeia s 
Ovoua, hevyovor kal тту прошлости dre aepvai 


9 [i ^ , ^ , , , ^ 3 7 
ovoa ai paian, poBovpevar un eis єкєити тти airíav 


ба rary euméowow. ёте tais ye ovTws palas 
pövas Tov троотуке: kai Tpouynoacba орбдѕ. 


OEAI. Paivera. 


` ^ ^ ^ 
ZO. To uév тошу TOv paidy TocoUrOv, CAarrov 
^ ^ ^ , 
бё той ёро Opaparos. ov yap просєст: урушу 
м LÀ ^ 
b éviore pêv єідоЛа тіктєш, Єттї Ò Ore алба, roro 


ёё \ ' då 3 8 ^ , ^ ^ , 

ш] раб» elvat Stayvavar. el уар прости, péyi- 
ГА м 3 a ^ ` 

cTÓv T€ Kal KdAAıcTov Epyov ny av Tats palais TÒ 


, Ў , ^ , ^ > y А 
kpivew то aAnOes тє Kat ил]. 7) OUK о; 


OEAI. "Еуоує. 


ZO. Ту бе у éup réyvp тїз patecews та pev 


I. той тоойтор] Sc. той тоду 
стёрра xaraf\nréov. There is 
MS. authority for rovrov, but 
ToU rotovrov is more natural in 
the connexion. It avoids tau- 
tology’; and besides the pro- 
cesses are analogous, rather than 
similar. 

4. йфйикбу re xal dreyvov] * un- 
lawful and skill-less :' contrary 
to morality and nature. 

6. dre cepvai oga ai paia) 
Socrates himself however is not 
so particular. Xen. Symp. III. 
то: X) M 84, dy ó KadAias, ёті 
rin péya ppoveis, à. Xóxpares ; kal 
ôs pa cepvids дуастасаѕ тд mpóa- 
отоу, "Еті растротєід, elev. 'Е- 
тё 82 ёућасау ёт атф, ‘Ypcis 
иё» yedare, ên’ deyò dê old ör 
xal пбуу ûy moXÀà дрӯрата Map- 


Вауоци, є Bovdoluny хрӯсбёа тӯ 
теу. 

11. атто» 8¢] There is a slight 
irregularity in the antithesis, 
occasioned by the stress on ro- 
sovrov. The balance of clauses 
is, however, completed with тӯ 
dé y ёрӯ к.т. А. 

18. Тӯ 84у evi тєҳур Tis pared- 
сеш] For the well-known me- 
taphor, which is nowhere else 
so completely elaborated, com- 
pare Symp. p. 206, sqq. (where 
Diotima proceeds to explain the 
mystical expression róros dv 
ка\ф) kvovat уар, ёфт, Ф Zóxpares, 
mavres йубротог xai катӣ TÒ сёра 
каї karû Thy ux, kai ётедаду ev 
тол Hrixia "yévovrat, тікте» ёп.бо- 
pet quay f фоси. тіктер дё év uiv 
aloxpy où доратац, év 84 Th xaX. 

Е 2 


to 


than theirs, 
for it is ex- 
ercised 

upon the 
minds of 
men, and I 
can also 
discern the 
false birth 5 
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dAAÀa vrapxer boa exeivas, афере Se тф тє avdpas p. 150. 
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аАА& uy yvvaikas pauevegÜau Kal TQ Tas Nyvyàs aù- 
AAG uy) у pa 9 Tas Yuyas av 


^ , ^ > ` ` " 
тфу тіктоусаѕ Єтїткотєш аАА& ит та CØLATA. pé- 
* ~ э y ^ e , , f 
ушто de тойт ён TH пшєтєра тех, Baravigew 
` 5 L , 
duvarov eivat парті тротф, TOTEpov cidwAov кой 


fori дё rovro Üciov тб mpáypa каї 
тоўто év Omrê бут тф (оф abdva- 
tov Єттї, ў Knots kai 7) yévvgats. 
Gev д) тф kvoUvri re xal дт) 
ттарүфут: ro\\) 5 rois yé- 
yove тєрї тд кад» фа rù peyadns 
ффїуоу ато\феш/ Tov €xovra. ib. 209. 
тотоу ай бтау Tis Єк véov ёукўроу 
J т» Wuxny cos dv, к. т. A. to 
the end of the speech. Repub. 
р. 490: Ove dpBAóvorro ойд dro- 
Anyor той Epwros, прі» аўто? ô ёстш 
&xdorouris фісєоѕёфасдафтрос- 
nee yrvxris eparrecOar той тооф- 
Tou" mpoonker 8 avyyevei d TÀN- 
ciácas xai шуєіѕ TH буть буто, 
уєуиђсаѕ ройи xai ddnbeav, yvoin 
тє kai 4\]8Фс (an kai rpédorro kai 
ойто Атуш wdivos, mpiv 8 об. 
So far of the relation of the 
mind to knowledge. For the 
relation of the teacher and the 
taught see Phedr. 276, 278: 
Поћ? 8, ойра, xadXlwv orrovdy тері 
aura ylyverat, Grav ris TH ёд:аћектакӣ 
T€Xvy xpapevos, XaBàv Yruyny npor- 
Qxovcav, фотєйр тє Kal ameipn 
per’ émurrnpns Adyous, oi éavrois 
TQ тє футейтаут: BonOeiv ixavoi, 
xal obyi dxapmos dÀAà Ëxovres 
onéppa eiv Bè rods TowvToUs 
Adyous айтой Аёуетба oiov vieis 
yrnoiovs elvai, mparov pêy tov ev 
ќаотф, &й> ebpebeis ёур, ётета el 
rives TOUTOV Exyovol тє kai абе\фої 
dpa êv Ласі ddr Woyais xar’ 
d£íay ёєфосау. For the theory 
of teaching and learning thus 
illustrated see Rep. 518 : Aci 
df, eimov, pûs rodvde vopioa 
тєрї abrür, ef тайт' d\n, civ 
теа», ox otav rwes émayyeAAó- 








pevoi фаст» elvat roavrny кай etvat. 
фасі dé mov ойк evovons év тӯ 
Wx emornuns opeis evribevas, 
otov rupAoîs opOarpois буну evre 
Éévres, к.т. A. Where it occurs 
under a different metaphor, that 
of the cave. 

It is always difficult to sepa- 
rate the Platonic from the real 
Socrates. In the present pass- 
age they are indissolubly blend- 
ed. That men thought Socra- 
ies the strangest being, and 
that he brought them to their 
wit's end, is matter of fact. 
The quaint humour, perhaps 
even the name ‘Son of a Mid- 
wife,’ is Socrates’ own. But it 
is impossible to determine how 
far the theory based upon his 
practice, that to teach is not to 
put something into the mind 
but to evolve something out of 
it, or to turn the mind from 
darkness to light, was con- 
sciously held by Socrates him- 
self, and how far it is Plato's 
theory of the method Socrates 
pursued. It receives its full 
development in the VIIth book 
of the Republic. 

3. péyiorov 82 тойт ёл] ‘But 
as its greatest triumph my art 
comprises this.’ 8 answers to 
pev above, the former дё being 
parenthetical. 

5. duvardv] Se. тд» Exovra aù- 
ттр. 
«ооу | Comp. Rep. 520. 
(From whence Bacon probably 
took his Idola.) Soph. 240, 
264, 266. 
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^ ^ 
vore pabovres, QAX avroi map айту тоАА& kai 


I. drorixre:| ‘Is delivered of.’ 

2. ётєї róde ye] ‘For I have 
the same previous condition 
which the midwives have, in 
being barren of wisdom.” 

7. 6 Geos] Who presides over 
my art as Artemis does over 
that of the midwives. This 
must not be identified with 
тд ёинбио>, though they are 
‘probably connected (see below, 
and cf. Apol до: rò той беой 
onueiov), but belongs rather to 
the belief expressed in Apol. 
21, 23, where he speaks of his 
eross-questioning as a Divine 
service, because occasioned by 
the oracle at Delphi; and Phad. 
85: 'Eyo дё xai aùròs iyoŭpa 
óuóüovAos elvat тфу kükvov xai ie- 
pos ro) aùroù «ov, viz. of Apollo 
the god of the true povown 
(Phæd. 61 : ‘Qs pAocopias otons 
peyiorns povos): but here, as 
in one or two places of the 
Apology, the feeling is general- 
ized. 


8. т<] Bodl. Vat. Ven. П. 

oùĝé ri ко] ‘Nor have I 
had such a prize of my inven- 
tion born to me, the offspring 
of my own mind. Perhaps 
there is a slight play upon the 
word єрпра. Compare Soph. Œd. 
Туг. 1107 : EF ó Baxyeios beds 
eŬpnpa Sekar’ ёк rov Nupdav ‘EX- 
комда», als т\єота cvpmai(e ; 
but the primary meaning is 


‘invention,’ cf. Phedr. 278: 


Yicis *yvnaíovs — éavrod, єй» єйрє- 
deis ёт, and eipdvres below. 

9. farw— yeyovós] This differs 
from yéyovev as êx» with aor. or 
perf. partic. differs from the 
perf. act. 

13. émdBdvres| Sc. paivovras. 

14. xal тойто évapyés dri] ‘And 
that manifestly.’ тоўто se. mor- 
ovow. viz. ётідідбаош, 

evapyés бтї] A strengthened 
form of jov ӧті. * As clear as 
day. Plato frequently thus ex- 
tends an idiom. 


= , ^ , № + , 
p. 150. peldos &zoríkre. тоб véov т) Sudvota 7) удициду TE кой from the 
, , , 8 , er a true. Таш 
adnOeés. émet rode ye kai єцої vmapxet OTEP TAIS childless 
, м t Й , \ = Уу , of discove- 
ийи” ayovos єіш codias, kai отер HON TOAAOL MOL нез, by the 
> ON e ` ` м , ^ э х ` IS will of the 
wveidurav, ws rovs pev GAAous єрото, avTos дє OVdEY Deity, 
> / \ , 8 ` 8 “ч ac м , whom I 
azokpivouat тєрї ovdevos дій то pev €xew TOOY, s serve in 
2 0c > 8 ` $; м 1 , 8 Б , this. But 
adnOés dvediGovar. то де аїтїоу TOUTOU тодє patet- those we 
, e ` > ^t ^ \ > + take in 
erlai pe. б Geos avayKacer, yervav дє amekOAUGeV. fand, how- 
ПЕ CE 28 \ › , , зди “f ever stupid 
eiui On оди avrós pev ой таро Tis софоѕ, орде тї mot St first, 
v z а д nb. di AM Zbe make won- 
d єстї «брил. зрте Yeyovos, THis euis Vuxîs êk- асе pro- 
yovov: oi & epoi Évyyvyvóuevot TO pev TpÕTOV dat- зо Rap 
v M ^ , 5 ^ , ^ E 1 thin; If 
vovrat vioi pev kai Tavu apabeis, ravres дє проіоу- ios isave 
^ , * ^ е ` , too 
ons ths Evvovcias, oio mep бу 0 Beos mapeiky, Oav- son, ddr 
: EFE iur оп, Ше 
pagTóv бето» єтїбїдбутє<, ws aUTOIS тє kal rois aAAOLS mx mis- 
^ ^ \ = ^ \ , ч 
бокойт:` kal тойто €vapyés OTL пар шоў ovdey TH- less they 


15 me, when, 


if I am 
permitted 
to receive 
them, they 
again im- 
prove, 


30 


коа є0рдитєѕ тє Kal karéyovres. тӯ mevTOL фей p. 150. 
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0 Ócós тє кої eyo аїтіоѕ. ce дє ÖNAov' mordo тд e 


^ , е ^ , ^ 
ToUTO ayvonoavTes kal єартоуѕ оітіаташєио, éuol 


^ à 
дё xarahpovnoartes, 7 avrot Um QAAmv mebévres, 


^ .. ^ , ^ , 
SanndOov mpwiatrepov той Séovros, amedOovres де та 


о 


тє Лота e&nuBAwoay дий 


^ ^ ^ 
movnpav Évvovaíav kai rà 


e » ЕД ^ ГА ^ , > , 

Ur éuoU patevÜévra как@ѕ Tpépovres amoAeoav, 
ed ^ LÀ ^ , А ^ 

peu” Kai eidwAa тєрї mAciovos Toucaevot TOU 

, ^ ^ ^ ^ y 

adnbovs, reAevrüvres Ó айтоіѕ тє каї rois @ААо< 


А e 
otav арабєі eivai. Фу 


eis yéyovev 'Apioreiðns 0 р. 151. 


Avoipayov Kal &ААо! таро ToAAol. ois, Grav т@Мм» 
v , ^ و‎ ^ 1 ^ ` 
Абоси Seouevor THs Euns Évvovaias kai Üavuaarà 
Spavres, eviows pev TO yryvouevov pot Satpoviov ATO- 


, ^ ^ 
коћуєг Evveiva, ло Se 


4. fj aùroì 0т'] * They left me, 
whether it was that they de- 
spised me, or were themselves 
won over by some one else.’ The 
minuteness of the antithesis 
need not throw suspicion on the 
reading. me«oÓévres, * attracted,’ 
‘captivated.’ v. Thucyd.VI. 54. 
(One MS. however has abroi ў 
úr.) 

6. é&jpBXocav] Cf. Aristoph. 
Nub. 137. dpovríà é£juBAoxas 
é£evpnuévqv. 

dià mowppàr Évvovoíav] Symp. 
1. c.: Threw Ê év pév аїтүрф ob 
дурата, év 8 TQ каћф. 

то.'Арісте! 87 ó Лосциіҳоу| We 
read of the introduction of this 
youth to Socrates in the Laches, 
p.179: Лис. "Нрі» elow vieis 
obrott, бдє pêv тойде—ёрӧѕ 8 ad 
88" таттфор 82 xal otros буона 
Exe тоной marpós, Apurreidny yap 
aùròv каћодрє». Lysimachus and 
Melesias are consulting Nicias 
and Laches, in the presence of 
Socrates, about their sons, Ari- 
stides and Thucydides. 

12. баунаттй Opávres] ‘Show- 


€d, kai maAw avro èri- 
ing extraordinary solicitude.' 
* Going on their knees to me.' 
Cf Apol 35: 'Eépaxá rwas— 
Oavpdova épyafopéevous, Фу де- 
vóv тї olopévous relceodat el dro- 
Éavobvra:. 

13. ro—daipdnov| Here, as al- 
ways, not commanding, but for- 
bidding ; and, as generally, 
neuter and impersonal. This is 
not the place to discuss the 
subject. It suits well with the 
intensely self-reflective nature 
of Socrates (lost sometimes for 
whole days in thought) that he 
should pause suddenly on the 
eve of doing something, with- 
out being able (at the time) to 
explain to himself and others 
the motives of reason or feeling 
which checked him. 

14. abro] v. 1. ойто. ато 
has the best authority, and is 
perhaps also preferable as the 
more difficult reading. 1t is 
certainly admissible. * In some 
cases I am permitted to do 
80, and the men themselves im- 
prove.’ Not unfrequently the 


OEAITHTOZ. 31 
, ‘ \ M € 9$ ` , ` My pa- 
p.151. й:д0аси. macxovor de dn oi єрої Evyytyvopevor кой My pe 
^ 9 ^ , ý эди ^ „ДЕ are in tra- 
ToUro rairov Tals тіктоусоиѕ` dÜivovgi yap Kai amo- $e in tr 
^ ^ е 
pias €umimAavra: уйктаў тє kai puépas TOÀU MaAAov ту art can 
a >? ^ , ` ^ » v^ J , ^ ЕД allay thi 
7 €xeivar, Tavtny дє тту wdwa éyeipew тє kai dmo- allay this | 
pain. 
e ` H 
b mavew 7) ёш) Téxvi SUvarat. kal ойто: pev бту ойт. if some 
$5 meo А E y & P 4 : come to me 
éviore бе, © Өєаітттє, ot av por ит доёосі Tas ey- whom I 
perceive 
3 ` \ ^ 
KUpoves elvat, yvous От: ovdev єой Séovrat, паро not to 
* - oa" (0. need my 
eüuevdse Tpopvapat, кої ёри бєф єїтєїў, паро ixavas skill I give 
them away 
+ a e 1 
топао ois av Evyyevopevot Ovawro. dv ToAAols uv to Prodi- 
E cus or to 
д) дока IIpoOíko, moAAovs бє GAAors codots тє 10 some other; 
7 родікф, 
` , › A ^ , з » and in this 
kai Oeorrecios avdpact. Тафта 0) со, c apioTe, department 
y ^ > z e , a CE EE too I sel- 
veka TOUSE EuNKUVA, UTOTTEVMY тє, WTTEP Kal AUTOS dom fail. 
м У; ^ м , 3 , Take cou- 
oiei, бїгє TL коодита €vÓov. просфєроо ov трос rage then, 
е ` , (s ШИГЫ; , NAM. and be not 
е рє WS 7püs palas viov Kal аўто paLEUTLKOY, кої û AV angry if I 
, ^ 0 ag QI э $9 о › , 0 put aside 
epot, пробоцо? отпос oios т et, ойтоѕ arokpivagÜat. 15 Your first- 
Yak » , , т А А e 7 ә аз поё 
kai €av ара скотоуџероѕ TL Ov ay A€yns, утшн worth rear. 
У ` vo’ , 3 e ^ S» ing. Iam 
eldwdov kal u) aànbés, eira vre€aipGpar kal ато- йы 
АА MN L4 ٤ , > „д inthis also 
BadrAw, ur) aypiawe WOTEP ai TMpwTOTOKOL тєрї та by the 
А ` \ ж 3 / , T Deity, who 
madia. тоААої yap 10, © Üavuacie, mpos pe oUTO ре!» 
4 a ^ , Y 3 
duereOnoav, Dore arexvas Saxvew Topor elvat, émet- зо Уч" good. 


, ^ * ^ 3 ^ ^ ЕД м 
dav twa Ароу avtav aQaupója, кої ойк olovrat 


more subtle and minute anti- 


thesis is preferred to the broader 
and more obvious one. Thus 
often the reader is puzzled for 
a moment by finding a nega- 
tive reply where he expected 
an affirmative, or vice versa: 
that which is negatived or af- 
firmed being contained not in 
the whole of the previous sen- 
tence, but in the last word of 
it. But it must be admitted 
that the argument is more per- 
fect with otro. 

6. ros] Qualifying u) ёбои. 
* Whom, somehow, I perceive 
not’ etc. 

то, докај For the word, 


cf. Soph. 242 : Доб 2 črepos 
«тфу (rà дута), бурд» xal £npóv ў 
беррд» каї Yuxpév, avvowite re aù- 
та каї ёкдідос. For the thing, 
see Lach. 200: Nix. тд» Nuxjpa- 
Tov тойтф битта ётітрётоци, el 
е0:№ог oros' аа yap dAXovs но 
ékácrore avviargow. 

12. Somep xai aùròs ole] Cf. 
supr. p. 148 : "АА e ta6i—mé- 
тоуба Aéyo. 

13. mpoodépov] Charm. 165 : 
Zù uév ds фаскоутоѕ époU elüévai 
пері bv épwrd просфёрє mpós pe. 

17. ©тефирёна] Bekk. corr. 
The MSS. have tmegaipwpa. See 
below, dpatpûpat. 

dmoBáAAo] Bodl. trofadw. 
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a , ^ ^ , м ^ و‎ , 
evvoig тойто TroLeiv, Oppo битє той eiüévat ort odes р. 151. 
^ , , Sw , f ^ 
Oeds Óvavovs avOparos, old eyo Suovoig TowUrov d 
roar ^5 , ag? ^ ‚ 
ovdey др®, adAa uot Wevdos re ёоухортуто kai an- 
ووو و , ^ , , و‎ ^ 
0:5 dpavicat ovdapyas épis. Tadw д) otv ék арҳте, 
3 , E , , ^ 
5 Qeairnre, б T тот єттї» értoT un, терд Aéyew* 
e $ э e , 5 , э у э\ ^ ` 
as & ovx oios T «i, uryóémor emys. вау yap Oeos 


^n^ \ 3 , Ф, ‘y 
Лр каї avdpiCy, oios т єтє. 


» > ` , $ = 
Theetetus , ӨЕАТ. ’AAAa pévro © Xókpares, ool ye ойт 
‘are a. À , * ^ ^ ЕД ^ , 
ures to TrapakeAevopévou aig xpov ота - 
сех р pé xpov шл) ov парті тротф продо 


I K ^ е , v , ^ ӯ e » СА 

с eios иєїтба б ті Tis exer Aéyew. бокєї обу uot 0 єтіота- e 
ейде ів , У А , 

Sensation. — uevós TL аїтӨ@ауетӨа: тобто Ò émictarai, kal dw ye 
1. Why, ^ , ЕД м. r ЕЈ , , A м 

Protagoras vuvi daiverat, ovk aAAo Ti єттї ErlOT U N at- 

meant thi 


obnos. 
(21.) rwa Mjpov| Some ‘bar- of which we are most conscious 
ren stuff.’ and most certain. And sub- 
oiovrat] Plutarch in quoting jective certainty is the primi- 
this passage reads olovrai pe. tive meaning of тд ётїттатби 


I. ob8eis бед) ‘And therefore Hence aisógow seems at first 
not the presiding genius of my sight identical with émorjun. 


Art.’ Vid. Phæd. 83 : "Or: фиҳ) mavròs 
8. той ye] I. e. ‘You, whom — dv6pórmrov dvayxáterat dua тє nobi- 
I respect so highly.’ vat ў А»ттӨуш сфбдра Єтї тф xai 


9. р) oi] See Appendix 7yeca, mepi ô ау párra roro 

: mdoxy, rovro évapyégraróv тє Kai 
12. émorhpn —alaOnois| The 4Албёттато>, оду ovras bv. Ari- 
term айс блог is more simple stotle Metaph. III. 1009 b : ‘H 
and more extensive than any тєрї rà фа»бне›а dije éviows 
one by which it could be ren- єк rûv alcÓgráv €Anrvbev.—oros 
dered in English. See below, 8ё à4 rà trodapSivew dpóvqaw 
156 : Al pêv ой» аіобђсеі тй tor- * pêv THY alcOnow, tavtny 8 elvai 
ade piv Zxovow бубната, Ses re GARoiwow, тд awópevov катй тђи 
xal dxoat kai бофрђсеѕ kai Pikes айтба» é$ dvayxns алпбёѕ «>ш 
кай кайтсе kai Bovai ye 8) kat Aŭ- фас». The saying of Theæte- 
mat kal émOvpia kai por xr. A. tus is shown to be the meeting 
Perhaps ‘to see and feel is to point of two lines of specula- 
know, is the nearest equivalent tion; the one of which may be 
to what Thextetus means. But termed in modern language, 
‘feeling’ has ethical associations subjective, the other objective : 
which must be excluded here. the one regarding all know- 
The German word ‘Sinn’ pre- ledge as relative and apparent 
sents a nearer parallel. to man: the other regarding 
Before reflection begins, our things without reference to man 
individual impressions are those as in a state of transience or 


р. 151. 


р. 152. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
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5 a ` \ 
ХО. E) ye кої yevvaiws, © mat урт yap ойто» 


LA 
anopawopevov Àéyew. 


аАА& $épe д) aùrò кош 


скєјр@рєба, yovipov 7) dveutatov тоуҳаре: бу. alo0n- 


ots, ys, ётисттил ; 
ӨЕАТ. Nai. 


ZO. Kwédvvevers uévror Aoyov ov da)Aov eipn- 
Kévau Trepi éria rium, QAN dv éAeye kai Протаудраѕ. 


, , M y ` > ` ^ ` 
Tporov бє tia adAov єїрїкє та avra Taira, Quoi 


, , + , y 2 
yap поо avrov xpuuarov pérpov avOpwrov elvat, 
^ ` y y ^ M * v 
TOY Mev дутор, 05 ёсті, TOV OE uy OvrOV, Фу ойк 


ёст. dvéyvokas yap Tov ; 


ӨЕАІ. 'Avéyvoxa kai rodAakis. 


^ ГА є ` 
ZO. Olkolv ойто mws Aéyet ws ola uèv каста 


> ` , ^ , , , , Ky \ , 
epo Qatverat, тоаўта pev єсті Epot, ola дє соі, Tot- 


^ у 5 nox ` , > / 
афта де ad со’ avOpwros дє со тє Kayo ; 
ӨЕАІ. Adye yap ойу otras. 


relation ; thus sense cannot be 
knowledge, unless knowledge is 
relative, and being is change. 
This leads to an analysis of 
Sensation. We are made aware 
of its real nature, and so taught 
to distinguish Knowledge from 
it. See Aristot. de An. III. 3: 
Aokeî dê rù voeiv kal тд dpoveiw 
бетер aloddveodai rı elvav. év åp- 
фотєров yap Toros 7) ux? rpi- 
ves rı kal yvopí(e: тфу бутал” kai 
of ye dpxaiot rd dpoveiv xal тд 
аїЇсддуєсди rairiv elvai aow, 
Фостер kal "Ертедок\ӯѕ «рпке, IIpós 
таре» yàp uiris déğera dvpó- 
mowy, kal èv Лос — Ober oiow 
ale xai rò фрорєіу dAAoîa таріста- 
ти. Td 8 aùrò BovAeras тойтос 
xai тд той ‘Ounpov, Toios yap vóos 
ёстіу émÜopiov  dvÜpómov, olov 
én’ Îpap дут: татр dvdpav те 
bew тє. 


9. dvêparov] Not ‘ Man,’ 


i.e. collective human nature ; 
nor yet exactly ‘Each man.’ 
As we have seen, p.147, Theæ- 
tetus is little conscious of the 
universal. Hence dv6pwmos sig- 
nifies to him not humanity, nor 
yet the individual, as opposed 
to it, but this or that man, 
‘any man you choose. And 
whether or not it was во in- 
tended by Protagoras, it cer- 
tainly appears to have been so 
understood by his ‘ disciples,’ 
who are here referred to. 

6. Kwouveters pévro] * Well, 
after all, I should not wonder 
if’ 





13. és ola pêv, к.т. А] Cf. 
Cratyl. 385, 6 : “Остер Прота- 
yópas Meye, Aéyov mávrov. xpnuá- 
тоу рќтроу «tva. dvÜperrov, as dpa 
ola pêv dy époi palmrat rà mpå- 
урата elvan, roiavra pêv crv époí, 
ola 8 áv coi, тоаїўта 8 ab coi. 


F 


IO 


e.g. When 
it is asked, 
Is the wind 
cold? Pro- 
tagoras 
would say 
it is cold to 
him who 
feels cold. 
Appear- 
ance in 
this case is 
sensation. 

. The wind 
is to me as 
I sensibly 
perceive it. 
i, e. Sensa- 
tion dis- 
covers that 
which is. 


5 
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ПЛАТОМОХ 


р: 152. 


>О. Eixos uévrou софоу видра и) Anpeiv éra- b 
. ~ ЕД 
коЛоибс орех оби avrQ. ap ойк évíore mvéovros 


> 4 ^ , ^ е ^ e ^ . ^ е ` е 
&véuov тод ауто 0 uv Nar pryot, ó Ò ой; Kal 0 


pev npéua, ò де сфодра ; 
OEAI. Kai дала. 


ZO. Ilorepov оду тотє avro єф) бато то rvelua 

М à » M , * , a 
Wuxpov 7 ov wuxpov Qvjcouev ; 3 TecoueÜa TQ 
1 L4 ^ ` е ^ , ^ ^ 
IIpwrayope ort TQ pev pryoUvrt Wyvxpov, тф de 


ш) ой; 
OEAI. “Еокє». 


ХО. Оёкойбь» kai paiverat odrws ékarépo ; 


ӨЕАТ. Nai. 


ZO. To бє ye paiverar aicOaverOai ќоти ; 


ӨЕАТ. “Ест! уар. 


ХО. davracía dpa koi aloOncıs rairov ev тє 


1. pévroi] ‘Well, at all events.’ 

elxds pévror софд» dvdpa pi) №.] 
Pheedr. 260: Oix dróSNgrov ётоѕ 
elvai bci—6 dy тос: софоі, ddda 
oxoreiy wn Tt №уюсі. kai 87 Kal тд 
viv ex Oév ойк dperéov. 

6. éd éavró] The accusative 
may be defended from Thucyd. 


I. 141: Tò ёф' éavróv ёкастоѕ 
onevdj. IV. 28: Tò èm сфас 


«уш. The prep. is used in а 
slightly pregnant sense, = ipso- 
tenus, * Ав far as to itself, and 
no further.’ v. infr. p. 160: 
Ovdé—éxeivo—éavtq тото» ує- 
ујсєти. (Perhaps the accus. is 
also partly due to the action 
of флсоре», or to the idea of 
motion in rveûua.) For the use 
of the reflexive pronoun cf. 
Rep. 419: Kat ravra дг éavrovs. 
Compare with this passage 
Locke Hum. Underst. II. 8. 
$ 21: * The same water may 
produce the sensation of cold 
in the one hand and heat in 
the other." 


13. Td бє ye paiveru ala&áve- 
cÓaí écrw]| ‘When you say 
* appears," it is that he has & 
sensation.' The example is kept 
in view throughout. There is 
MS. authority for ale6ávera:. 
(Cf. inf. 164: Td 8 ye odx dpa 
ойк émícrara. Aéyet, єїтєр kai тӧ 
ópà ётістата.) But the change 
of subject makes alrĝáverða 
preferable. Cf. inf. 187. Ti oiv 
8) éxetv amodidws буора, к.т. А. 
Alo@dverOar čywye. Crat. 411: 
Tò yap yeydact yeyervnoOa Аёує. 
And the repetition of the ter- 
mination is a more probable 
corruption than the recurrence 
of oô in the same word. Фаі- 
verOa appears as a correction 
for paivera in two MSS. 

15. $avracía dpa] i.e. ‘In 
regard to heat and cold and 
the like your theory and that 
of Protagoras agree.’ Фартасќа 
occurs here simply as the noun 
of paiverOu, = ‘appearing,’ rather 
than ‘appearance,’ and must be 


о 
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т \ , , 
oia yap aigÓaverat 


Y ^ e , 7 kJ 
кастоѕ, тоа0та єкастф кої kuvOvvevet elvat. 


OEAI. ”Eoıkev. 


ХО. AicOnots dpa тод буто dei єттї кої awpevdes, 


, 
OS émioTnun одса. 


ӨЕАТ. Paivera. 


EQ. *Ap' oiv тро$ Xapirwv пассофоѕ tis jv ò 

Ilpwrayopas, kai тодто ш> pev yviÃaro TQ TOAA@ 
^ ~ be Ө ^ » ЕД зех х ах 0 

oupperQ, rois дё padnrats év droppirTq Thy а\деоу 


M. 
€Aeyev ; 


kept clear from the notion of 
faculty, and the associations 
due to Aristotle, (sce de An. 
ПІ. 3, where he defines it, xí- 
mois rd rîs alcOnoews Tis kar 
évépyyeiav yeyvopérns.) Appearance 
(or relative being) becomes a 
middle term between sensation 
and being, so that all is merged 
in sensation. "Thus, while the 
answer of Theetetus is shown 
to coincide with the saying of 
Protagoras, the reader is gently 
led to acquiesce in their com- 
mon point of view. 

I. €v re eppois | Cf. infr. p. 
205 : "Ev ye rois бта ё арро? 
сти. They are instances of 
Plato's tentative method. 

ola yap ala Oavera: |Sc.abrá, which 
however is purposely omitted ; 
viz., rà Óepuá, к.т.А. Or, while rà 
берџӣ, к.т.\. are subj. of код, ofa 
may be cogn. aec. “For they 
would seem to be to each accord- 
ing to his sensation." Аз we 
dwell upon the above example 
in support of the identification 
of appearance and sense, ёт: тф 
нё» peyoüvrt Nyvxpóv, T dé pù ой, 
(where, “however, ёттї was care- 
fully excluded,) we are led in- 
sensibly to substitute “ relative 
being” for appearance, by a 


play of words, which may be 
preserved in English, “ What 
appears to me, is to me.” And 
from relative being (éxáoro elvai) 
we argue at once to ‘ being’ 
(AtoOnots dpa rod dros). For a 
similar recapitulation, in which 
the argument is really carried 
a step further, (with yàp) cf. 
p. 191 : Ore yàp rary ore ката 
rà mpórepa paivera Yevê)s êv pw 
одса дбёа. 

4. AlcOnors dpa] Sensation 
then is of being, and, as being 
knowledge, (in accordance with 
your theory,) is infallible. Com- 
pare with ûs émornun oboa, infr. 
р. 160: Ката rò» IIporayópav. 

7. "Ар otv—] If sensation 
is of being, then being is not 
being but change. 

9. rois 8) раблтаї év droppnre| 
He told the real truth, not in 
his book which is so entitled, 
but privately to his disciples. 
Cf. Crat. 413 : 'Eyo де, Ф 'Epuó- 
yeves, dre Мтарђѕ Ôv тєрї айтой, 
taŭra pêv mávra Віатётосри év 
аторрттов. (He had just given 
a derivation of the word 8:као- 
ov, which he thus ironically 
attributes to the disciples of 
Heraclitus as an esoteric doc- 
trine.) Ву a similar irony, he 

F 2 


This theory 
of Know- 
ledge, then, 
depends 
upon a 
theory of 
Being, 
which Pro- 
tagoras ro- 
served for 
his disci- 





ples, to 
whom he 
told the 
real truth 
‘in a my- 
2. If sen- 
sation is 
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IIAATONOZ 


OEAI. [lds 2), © Xoxpares, roUro Aéyes ; 


p- 152. 


EQ. 'Eyo épóà koi par où фа?Ло» Aóyov ws apa d 


a ^ , » y 
ёр pev avro каб avro ovdev ёстш, ovd av тї mpos- 


, > ^ > t ^ > » эх е , 
elTrols дрб&+ ovd OmotvoUv т, QAN, éav ws peya 


knowledge, 5 тросауорєо, каї срикрф» paveirat, кой éav Варо, 
койёфоь, £/uravra тє ойто, OS pndevos дуто évos 


being is 
change. 
Things are 
not, but 


, ^ , e ^u > ^ ` ^ ` 
prre Twos pyre orotovolr’ Єк дє dn Çopas тє Kai 


, ` , ` y , , 
KWTEWS kai красєоѕ Tpos QAANAAQ ytyverat пошта, 
a , з э > ^ + . x 
a б] þapev civar, ovk ops pogayopevovres" Єттї 
pêv yap ovdémor’ ovdév, del бє yiyverat. Kal тєрї 
rovrov mavres és oi тофої плу» Париєидоо ёои- 


says here that the ‘ friends of 
Protagoras’ have learnt their 
doctrine from their master ‘in 
a mystery.’ Clearly then the 
doctrine which Socrates pro- 
ceeds to develop, was not tu be 
found in the written teaching 
of Protagoras, but in the in- 
terpretations of his followers. 
The question, how far the Cy- 
renaics are indicated by the 
phrase, ‘ disciples of Protagoras, 
has been discussed in the intro- 
duction. 

(9.) тд» nivel There is pro- 
bably a slight allusion here to 
the work of Protagoras of this 
name, which is more distinctly 
referred to afterwards. 

2. kai pad’ ob aidov Aóyov] ‘I 
will tell you, and it is indeed a 
high argument.’ He had spoken 
of a Aóyos où $aiXos above. 

3. old dv rı rpoceirous] ‘ Nor 
can you call any thing rightly 
by any name.’ Whoever the 
contemporaries were to whom 
Plato refers as the disciples 
of Protagoras, he aims beyond 
them at the whole relative side 
of Greek thought, of which He- 


raclitus was the most prominent 
exponent. 

8. ка) xpdoews mpds Аа] 
These words are introduced in 
order to include Empedocles, 
whose elements, however, were 
not subject to growth and de- 
cay, and who was probably not 
independent of an Eleatic in- 
fluence. His Muse is called in 
the Sophist xaXaporépa, because 
his friendship and strife do not 
possess the world together, but 
alternately. 

11. vppepéobav] MS. author- 
ity preponderates (numerically) 
in favour of {vpdepeo Gor, which, 
however, gives no meaning. 
Stallbaum fails to defend it, by 
quoting ZavÓé re xal aù Пбдарує 
x. T. . ; because we can hardly 
argue from Homer's use of the 
dual to Plato's, and because 
philosophers do not run in cou- 
ples. Stobæus, who quotes this 
passage, has £vudépovra. In 
the Bodleian MS. there is an 
erasure to the left of the omi- 
eron, which seems originally to 
have been e. An accent on 
the penultimate has also been 


ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 
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p. 152. peperOov, Протауораѕ тє kai ‘HpaxAerros kai Ep- 


тєдокАў<, kal Tov тошт®и oi @кро! TNS TOMTEWS 
е , , E , , "os 
éxarépas* корфдіаѕ év, Exixappyos, tpaypdias дё, 


“Opnpos, eimóv 


"Qxeavóv тє Oeav yéeveow каї unTépa Tz», 


, ^ , à , 
таута, єірткєу exyova pons Te kai кил)сєоѕ. 7 OU 


^ ^ , 
Soxet тото Aéyav ; 


OEAL ”Euorye. ° 


ZO. Tis обу àv ёт: mpos ye тотойтоу страто- 
` ^ = r А , 
medov kai arpar yov" Opnpov Svvatro audio Byroas 
ш) катауєМастоѕ yevérOat ; 


erased. Thus fupdepécdov is 
supported by the  Bodleian 
p. m., besides three other MSS. 
*Let it be assumed (since we 
cannot ask them) that the phi- 
losophers of all ages speak with 
one voice concerning this.’ For 
the imperative, cf. Soph. 244: 
TóBe roivuy ámokpwéaÜocav. Pos- 
sibly the word vu. retains 
here something of its literal 
meaning, © аге gathered toge- 
ther,’ ‘move all one way.’ The 
boldness of the language, espe- 
cially the word отратбтедоу, is 
in favour of this. 

3. 'Emíxapuos] Epicharmus 
ed. Krüsemann fr. 95 + Zvve- 
kpiÜn, каї дієкрібт, xal алтубе› 
Wey уе таму» ya pêv els yar, 
Tveüga Û рә. Ib. fr. 90 : dicis 
dvÜpárrav da xol mepvonpévor. The 
passage quoted by Diog. Laert. 
III. ro. (who says that Plato bor- 
rowed from Epicharmus)though 
interesting, if authentic, is too 
long for quotation here. (V. Mul- 
lach. Fragment. Phil. Gr. Epi- 
charm. vv. 177—194.) Epi- 
charmus (circ. 490 B.C.) is called 
а Pythagorean. Опе or two 
of his yaya remind us of 
Heraclitus. 


3. rpayqêlas M, “Opnpos] 
Where the form is in question, 
fr; are distinguished from rpa- 
уфёіа : as іп Rep. 394. Where 
this is not the case, they are 
combined as tragedy, this being 
another name for ozovdaia pu- 
ртк: е. g. Rep. 605 : 'Axpo- 
Фреуоі ‘Opnpov ў dov twos тфу 
трауфдотоу. 

4. «тФу) yàp add. C. H. et re B. 
(Bekk.) Flor. a. b. c. (Stallb.) So 
in the similar passage, p. 175. 
(йгуу‹ф» re к.т.А.) yàp is added in 
one MS. (Ven. X.) The Zurich 
editors give és єітӧу, without 
MS. authority. But the read- 
ing in the text is possibly right. 
See Appendix A. 

5. 'Ок. 6. y. x. p. T.) Il. & 201, 
302. 

11. р) катау.] A few MSS. have 
pij où, which has been adopted by 
most editors. See Appendix B. 
Compare with the whole passage, 
Cratyl 401, 402, where, after 
proposing first ‘Естіа (fire) and 
then òria (successive motion), 
as derivations for о?сіа, Socrates 
says: "О 'yabé, évvevónká т срӯуоє 
codías. Ilotov 8) roUro ; l'eoiov 
pêy mary elrreiv, ораи pévroe тий 
miÜavórgra êxe. Tiva тайт ; 


5 


Motion is 
the prin- 
ciple of 
growth, 
rest of 
decay. 
Fire, the 
presiding 


element, is 5 7) 
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OEAI. Ор радо, à Хократєѕ. 


ZO. Ov уар, ё Өєаїтттє. ётєї kai rade TO Ауф 


^ е ^ow ` 5 a 
onpeia ікара, Ort TO pev ewar Soxodv каї TO ylyve- 


, , M ` ^ 5 NL , 
одо Kivnots парєҳє, то дє uy eivai kai amroAAvT Oat 


' 


Tov *`НракАетб» pot док каборй> 
mahal árra copa Aéyovra, drexvûs 
тй ёті Kpórvov xai ‘Peas, й xai 
"Орлроѕ Meyer. más rovro Аёун<; 
Aéye mov *`НракАето$ бте тарта 
xwpet kal ovdey pever, kai тотаной 
роў йтекй{о» rà бута \éyet ws dis 
és Trà» abró» morauóv ойк йу ep- 
Bains x. r. A. Two Orphic lines 
are quoted besides this of Ho- 
mer and Hesiod : ’Qxeavds rpû- 
Tos ка№\:ррооѕ ўрёє yápoto, "Os pa 
kagcyviyrmv брорђтора Тб?» ómviev. 
S. adds, rabr' обу скбте őri kai 
ао сурфоуєї каї mpós rà той 
“Нракћеітоо пата eive. The 
last words are a good commen- 
{агу on рџферќсдоу. 

The theory of knowledge, 
“All impressions are true, is 
shown to require the theory of 
being, *All things come and 
во’ And thus of the Prota- 
gorean and Heraclitean tradi- 
tions there is woven a doctrine 
of sense, similar to that which 
was held by the Cyrenaies and 
perhaps others at this time. 
Ав a doctrine of sense it is re- 
ceived, as a doctrine of know- 
ledge and being it is negatived. 
And yet some such relative 
view will return upon us after 
every effort to bind things in 
an abstract unity. Compare 
the way in which àó£a is treated 
in the Republic, p. 429: Tûv 
TOÀÀÀv ка\Ф> pôv ri ёсти, б ойк 
alcxpóv pavjoerat ; «al rà» ĉi- 
кашу, Ô ойк ûBıkov ; kai rûv Ógiav, 
9 ойк дубоко» ; к.т.А. ті 8; та 


туха” TO yàp Üepuóv тє kai тӯр, û д Kal TaAAa 


ToÀÀà &тАааа ђттбу ri picea. ў 
OurAáoia gaivera ; О0дёу. Kal pe- 
ya 8) xai cjuxpà xai кофа kai 
Варќа ph тї ра\оу à dv pooper 
тайта mpocpnÜrcerat i) rávavría ; 

2. ётєї xai rade] Cf. Thuc. I. 2: 
Kai тарадєгуџа тбде той Aóyov ойк 
ФХадиттб»> ёсті, da rûs ретокіаѕ 
és та dÀÀa ш) Gpoiws avénOjvar’ ёк 
yap к.т.\. 

з. 8oxoiv] The expression is a 
little harsh ; and Badham pro- 
poses to read driv. But cf. 
152:°A ду paper elvai. 154: Kai 
à 8) ёкастоу elvai dapev xpûpa. 
СЕ also p.176 : Dewérnrés re ĝo- 
xovom. ‘Being so called.’ 

5. mop, û êj ra yewa] 
Which is assumed to produce 
all other things. The symbol 
of fire as the primal element, is 
elsewhere associated with the 
theory of a flux. See Cratyl. 
1. c. (401.) ib. 413. (speaking of 
the Heracliteans) : ‘O pêv уар 
ris do. тойто elvai Sixatov, тд» 
qw rovrov yàp póvov diaidvra 
xai xdovra émirpomevew rû бута. 
éredav оду ro Aéyw аўто dopevos 
ûs ка\фу т. акпкооѕ, катауєа pov 
otros dxovaas xai epwra, el ovdey 
Sixatov opa elvas év rois dvÜpó- 
то, ётеда» 6 Atos бил. Mra- 
poivros ойу ёџоў б тї ай éxeivos 
Aéyet, abró тд mip pnei’ rovro дё 
ob paddy écrw elévar. б Sê ойк 
aùrò тд nip фло, add’ aird rù 
Ücpuóv тб év rà турі évóv, ó дё 
ToUT@Y pêv mávrow karaye\ûv Фп- 
civ, eva 82 rù Oíxawv б Aéye 
"Ava£ayópas, ойу eivat TOUTO к.т.А. 


OEAITHTOS. 
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^ * ^ $6 ^ 
p.153. yewa kal єтітротєдє, auro yevvarat єк opas Kai 


tpipews’ rovro дё kunoes.f 7) ovx abrar yevécets 


тороѕ ; 


b ӨЕАІ. Аўто uév обу. 


` ^ , ^ ^ 
ZO. Kai и> то ye Tûv (wv yévos єк TOY avrav 


, , 
rovrov фиєтои. 


ӨЕАІ. [ds 8 oi; 


, ^ e 
ZO. Ti 8é; т ràv соратоу és ойу vro ov- 
, \ М э , , e oN , \ ^ 
xias pev kai apyias StoAAurat, vro yvpvariwv дє каї 
, » V ^ , 
Kunoewy єтї TOÀÙ acera: ; 


OEAI. Ма. 


ХО. 'H 8 ev rj poy eis, ovx ото набттео< 


Thus the mythology of the doc- 
trine was rationalized by its ad- 
herents. In this dialogue every 
feature of it is presented, from 
the most sensuous symbolism 
(uos, Хрис сера) to the most 
abstract principle (rò way irois 
jv, p. 156), and its most remote 
applieation. See also the famous 
saying of Heraclitus: (fr. 27. 
Mullach.) Kóepov ròv aùròv áráv- 
Tov, ore Gedy tis ore dvÜpárrov 
ётойутер, GX derw fv те del Kat 
fora mip dei{wov ámrópevov pérpa 
kai oBevvipevov pérpa. But the 
symbol fire was by no means 
confined to Heraclitus, (—the 
Atomists, Pythagoreans, etc.) 
Cf. Rep. B. VL, where the sun 
appears as the chief of the sen- 
sible world, and the symbol of 
the idea of good. 

2. rovro 8 кисе) The Bodl. 
marg. (rather indistinctly) with 
several MSS. has rovro дё кис, 
which is perhaps right. тото 
will then refer to rpiews. It 
seems unnecessary to assert that 
фора is xmas. The о of rovro 
in the Bodleian MS. is partially 
erased. But the note Avicésin the 
margin is in the ancient hand. 


10. ёті mo] ‘To a great 
extent ; or ‘for a long time.’ 
So the Bodleian MS. The others 
vary between ûs émi толо, and 
ті rd толо, from which ûs ёлї 
тё толо has been conjectured. 

12. ‘H дё êv rj улуй eis] "Egis 
in Plato, like davracía, is less 
technical than in Aristotle. It 
is simply the noun of éyew, and 
wavers between the active and 
neuter meanings of the word. 
The body is said &yew ros, the 
mind is rather said &yew rà pa- 
Onpara ; hence 7j той соратоѕ Cts, 
the condition of the body ; but 
7 dv тӯ оҳ eis, the having in 
the mind. Cf. Rep. 591: ‘H 
Yox) ryuerépay Cw AapBdve Cœ- 
фр. к. дікшос. perà фроу. xrwpevn. 
Ar. Met. A. 1022, 6: "Efis Sê M- 
yera Eva péy трбтоу olov. évépyeiá 
т той €xovros kal éxouévov 
dAXov Sê rpórrov &абесц<, к. т. À. 

For a similar transition from 
one sense of a word to another, 
cf. p. 158: rà det докойута тф 
Boko)vr. elvat d\n]. 

‘But with regard to the hav- 
ing the mind, is it not through 
learning and practice, which are 
motions, that it gains and pre- 





generated 

by friction, 
that is, by 
motion. 


Living 
creatures 
5 owe their 
ongin to a 
similar 
cause. 


Exercise is 
essential to 
the preser- 
vation and 
10 improve- 
ment of 
body and 
mind. 


Мойоп, 
then, is 


good, and 
rest is evil. 


‚5 
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^ ^ , , » ^ , , 
pev kai peers, kuraeov дутор, krárat re paÎN aTa р. 153. 


IIAATONOZ 


kai ootera kal yiyverar Be\rimv, Ото Ò yovyias, 
Д , ^» / у » , 
apeAernoias тє kal auabias одот, oUre Tt uavÜavet 
A à , 

& тє àv ua£y ériAavOaveras ; 


OEAI. Kai pada. 


^ , ^ 
EQ. То uév ара ayabov, kios, ката тє Nrvrv 
^ ` 
kai ката с®ра, то дё TOUVAVTÍOV ; 


OEAI. “Еокє». 


EQ. “Er: оду со A€yo vqveuías тє каї yaAnvas 


serves what it learns, (or gains 
what it learns and is preserved,) 
and becomes better? The sen- 
tence proceeds as if ux) were 
the subject, at all events of the 
latter part. Cf. Rep. 532: ‘H 
8ё ye, jy ® ёүф, Acts тє йтд rûv 
decay к. r.A., where there is а 
similar * nominativus pendens.’ 
1. киђсєоу óvrov] Cf. Prot. 329: 
Sr évds буто тӯѕ dperîs pópiá éarw 
å éporás."Ovrov is neuter; ‘things 
which are of the nature of mo- 
tion,’ like roro 8 кїлсє above. 
2. сета) * Retains’ (middle), 
or ‘is preserved’ (passive). “Egis, 
ав above interpreted, the pre- 
ceding xrara: re—xai, and èm- 
AavÓávera. in the corresponding 
clause, are in favour of the for- 
mer: for which cf. p. 163 : "Er: 
êxovra yup» rovrov Kat ce (óuevov. 
Rep. 455: Му å uabe сокто. 
But when it is rendered as pas- 
sive, there is а more natural 
progress in the thought, ‘ gets 
knowledge, is preserved, im- 
proves, while émAavOdvera may 
be as justly opposed to im- 
provement аз to retention. 
And we avoid the difficulty of 
supposing that the word is used 
differently here, and a few lines 
above and below: cf. Symp. 208: 
Meterî) тф{єї Tv emornuny. 
See the whole passage. In the 





indeterminate state of grammar, 
may there not be a real, though 
not unconscious, ambiguity ? 

б. rà pêv dpa] ‘The one, then, 
viz. motion, is good.’ 

There seems no reason to sus- 
pect a gloss. There would be 
a want of Plato’s usual expli- 
citness without клу; and the 
variety of genders presents no 
difficulty. Cf. Rep. 434 : 'Evá- 
pov dpa—n—dvivaus; inf. p. 
156: To д aicOnors. 

9. "Er oiv cot колунан. 
‘Must I go on to mention stil 
weather and calms, and the like, 
showing how quietness in every 
case corrupts and destroys, while 
its opposite preserves: and for 
my crowning instance, pressing 
it into the service, shall I insist 
upon it that by his golden chain 
Homer means the sun?’ For the 
meaning here given to mpocfi- 
Bá(ov, ‘ making it yield to my 
theory, cf. Pheedr. 229: Als ef 
Tis dmurrüv прос830 karû то elxds 
&cacrov.— If one is toforce each 
of them (the mythes) to harmo- 
nize with probability.’ Cratyl. 
427: Kal råa otra chaiveras 
mpooBiBafew— ó vopobéms, viz. 
‘the sound of words to square 
with the sense.’ Mythology, poe- 
try, nature, body, mind, the ele- 
ments, had already been ‘ pressed 


с 
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^ e е , 
P.153. каї Soa тоаўта, OTL ai pv Ņovyiat сторо: kal 


, , ^ 0 ow , ^ » ^V , ` 

amoAAvact, та Ó тера собе ; kal emt тойто TOv 
^ ГА ^ ` 

KoAojóva avayka(c трос В:Ваќоу тўи xpvojny cepav 


into the service.’ But this 
final instance requires still 
greater force. The position of 
the accusative rjv xpvofjv серӣ» 
is possibly due to the attraction 
of the active mpocBigá(ev, and 
the previous acc. т. xodopava. 
For the transitive clause with 
dvayká(o. cf. Symp. 202: 
Mi) roivuy dváyka(e, & p!) kaAóv 
сти, aloxpóv «уш. Parm. 133 : 
'O dyrwota dvayká(ov avrà elvat. 
Rep. біт: "От: —абауатоу чуй 
kal ó йрт Adyos kai of Лог avay- 
касєа» dv (where, however, the 
word has a different meaning). 
The construction is assisted by 
Aéyo in what precedes. róv 
ко\офёра (to which émi rov- 
ros closely adheres) is accusa- 
tive in apposition to rjv xpvoñv 
терй» фе x. r.A. Schol. : є more 
toa al ipa éyévovro, of Kodo- 
Pono: repirriy éridevro tv. við- 
cay’ Zpupvaious yàp ё\Өбутаѕ elyov 
auvoixous, bmép Фу xai ryvde тї 
npov єтібєуто. 

ree alternatives to the above 
rendering may be proposed : 

(a.) ávayká(o may be used 
absolutely, and posBiSá(ov may 
be the governing word. 

* Shall I clinch my argument, 
making this to yield to my the- 
ory as its crowning instance, 
how that, &c. t 

Theobscurity of this construc- 
tion would be a little softened 
by the position of rjv xpuojy 
cetpdv. 

(6.) dvayxá(o mpooBiBá(ov might 
mean, ‘convince you, bringing 
you to terms,’ i. e. forcing your 
assent. In this case ce must 
be repeated from со. (This ів 


somewhat remote.) ‘Qs x. т. À. 
depends on dvayxd{w, mpds rè 
onpawépevoy, as a sort of cognate 
accusative, (for it contains the 
final argument, and not the 
thing convincingly proved,) and 
tov xoÀojíva is accusative in 
apposition to all that follows. 
Both тд» xo\opûva and фу к.т. A. 
are softened by the influence of 
Aéyo, for which dvayxá(o is sub- 
stituted. 

Or (c), This construction 
might be a little modified by 
taking dvayxd{wabsolutely. ‘Shall 
I clinch or complete my argu- 
ment, forcing your assent P 
But the two latter interpreta- 
tions are perhaps a little violent. 

I. ai pêv jovyiat] There is a 
slight redundancy of expression 
in order to bring the instance 
in question under the general 
theory. 

3. riv xp. cepàs] Il. VIII. 
18, sqq. At this point Socrates 
has entered fully into the He- 
raclitean vein ; as when he says 
of himself in the Cratylus, 407 : 
"Odpa {па otov EvOvdpovos trot, 
or in the Pheedrus, 238 : Ойкёт: 
тбррв® А:дорарВо»фбѓууоџаи. This 
is the crowning argument, be- 
cause it adduces the capital fact 
of nature witnessed to by the 
oldest and gravest authority 
(отраттуду “Opnpov). The lines 
chiefly adverted to are 23—26: 
"АМА бте д Kev ёуф mpdppar «8c- 
Аоци dpósca, abrj xev yain épv- 
ca! aùr re баћсор ceipyy pév 
kev ётета тєрї piov OtAvprow 
Byoaipny, rà 8 x’ abre pernopa 
тарта yévoro. Cf. Heracl. fr. 
36: (Mullach) E! jj чоғ б», 

G 


Water and 
air are pre- 
served by 
motion. 
The argu- 


ment is 
clinched 
with Ho- 
mer's gold- 
en chain. 


If the revo- 


lution of 
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L4 v M a е ў = , % се 
Оті Ews pev av 7) Teptpopa т kwovpévr kai о туо, d 


, м ^ y, ^ , ^ ^ » , Е 
порта €OTL KAL g'ocerat та €V Ocots T€ кои avOpwrrots 


, ` , ^ СА 
ei Ó€ стой ToUTO @стпєр 


«bbpóvy дь jv. Fr. 34 : mos 
ойх  vmepfrserat pérpa, «i 8è 
py, '"Epivves piv Aixns émíxovpot 
é€evpyoovor. As fire was the 
symbol of motion, so the sun 
was the still more concrete sym- 
bol of fire. See Rep. p. 508, 
where the sun is allowed to 
be paramount in the region of 
sense ; being essential to vision 
and to life. For the way in 
which the authority of Homer 
and the poets is used, ironi- 
cally by Plato, but seriously 
by those whom he imitates, cf. 
Cratyl. 391, where an argument 
is based upon the line ôv адои 
xaAéovgt eoi, dvdpes дё SxápavBpov, 
and infr. p. 194 : "Отау тољу Aá- 
сиби тоу тд kéap j, 0 8) émveaev б 
Távra софӧѕ тошту. See also 
Xen. Symp. IIL 6. (Antisth. 
loq.) : Оїсба т: oiv fÜvos, edn, 
Ммбифотєро> payodar ; Où pa tov 
Al’, én ó Nexnparos, okovv čpovye 
докєї. АтАо>» yap, ёфт б Swxparns, 
бт ras brovoias ойк êricravrat, 

2. т терифорӣ jj кии. —каї б Мох] 
The motion of the whole uni- 
verse, and the perpetual inter- 
change of the different elements, 
was symbolized in the Heracli- 
tean theory by the revolution 
of the sun, who not only rose 
and descended, traversing the 
sky, but was also quenched and 
rekindled daily, Néos ê’ zuépn. 
See Lassalle II. 119. sqq., who 
compares Aristot. Meteor. I. 9 : 
"Н pêv ойу ûs kwoUca kai kvpía kai 
mpaotn тфу арҳёу б кокћоѕ écriv' év 
ф фауєрёѕ 1j той fiov фора diuaxpi- 


уоџса каї gvyxpivovga тф yiyver Oat 


$02 , , > № 
єбє, парта. урат av 


т\лтїо>» ў порротерор, aitia Ts ye- 
vécews xai Tis POopas єттї 
“Ест: 8 т] pev é£ vdaros dvabupiacis, 
Th. £O Jf nt ; 
druís" % 8 é£ dépos els бдр, vé- 
chos.—Tiverat 8€ kóxAos otros pi- 
povpevos Tov той HAiov küxAov, dpa 
у و‎ а کے کے‎ К 
yàp éxeivos els та r\dyta peraßáh- 
Ме, kai otros дро kal káro. Aci 
дё ›ойта roUrov спер тотарду 
péovra кӧкћ dro kat като, кобу 
у v "no Ял. 3, 
dépos kai ©батос.—”Оет' ётер pvir- 
rovro Tov 'Oxcavóv ої mpórepov, Tay’ 
й» roUrov тд» morapóv Aéyowv Tov 
UK. t, 4 \ - Cf. 
KUKA@ péovra тері thy yiv. К 
infr. p. 181. rj» 8ё reptpopdv. 

4. € dè orain) Cf. Phedr, 
245. (where the point of view is 
nearer Plato's own.) Tò dexi- 
rov áÜDávarov, ro 8 dÀXo коф kal 





tn’ Gov Kwovpevor, maUAa» ёҳоу 





5 Е Е x 
китсєоѕ, matav eye (оте 
ойто 8) kwijreos pêv арҳ? тд abró 
avrò койу. 
AvgÜat ore yiyverOa Üvvaróv, 1) 


roro 8 ойт amdA- 


тарта T€ obpavóv тастау тє yeveow 
cvuzecoUca» тту kai рүтотє 
abis xew blev xumdévra yevéaOat. 
In the text all is made to de- 
pend on change ; in the above 
passage all change depends on 
that which is self-moving, but 
in both, motion is essential to 
being. See Ar. Met. a. 994 À : 
Tov pêv ávÜparrov ind тоў dépos kum- 
@пуш, rovrov 8 ind той HAiov, Tov 
де мо» Ud ToU veikovs, Kal rovrov 
pndev elva wépas. Cf. Simpl. in 
Aristot. Cat. p. 1056. Bas. 
(quoted by Lassalle) Ei yap тб 
frepov тӧр évavriov ётї\єйтє, ot- 
xoro dv mávra афансдёта’ 8:0 
xai péppþerai ‘Ounpw “Нракћетоѕ 
elrrovrt, ‘Qs Epis к.т.А. OixnoerOat, 


ӨЕАІТНТОУ. 
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P.153. афар) kal yévow av то Aeyouevov аро Karo 


ӨЕАІ. 'AAX ёдогує бокєї, à Zoxpares, ravra 


SnAoiv, amep Aéyes. 


‹ , Sm ` q 
EQ. ‘YroA\afe тойу, © àpwrré, ovrogt. ката та 


y a ^ ` ^ a , ^5 
oupara прото, о Ô) Kadeis yppa Aevkov, un eivat 
3 LÀ f ^ ~ , - 
avro Érepóv Tı ЄЁ® TOv сфу Onparov nÒ év rois 


© 


Oupact’ итд ти” айтф xópav amorakys’ тй yap 


A y м » , ^ , ^ › a * 
av eu) TE [0v] тоо єр Take KAL EVOL KAL OUK ар EV 


P 
yevéaet уѓуџоіто. 


OEAI. 'AAAa ras ; 


^ v , ^ ^ 
EQ. ‘Eréueda тф арт: Хуф, иде» ауто каб 
ех A A , . Not ^ е А ` 
ауто ev ov TiÜévres" kal тшу оўтою цєЛау тє kai 
^ e ^ Mv ^ LI ^ ^ 
Aevkóv kai отобу &ÀÀo yppa єк THs прос [Воће 


^ ^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ 
TOV ориато Tpos THY просткооса» фора» havera 


yap, Quot, závra. Schol. Ven. ad 
Шаа. XVIII. 107 : (‘Qs ёре ёк 
тє беф» ёк т dvÜpómrov dmóAotro) 
“Нракћетоѕ ry тфу бутш» iow 
кат' ёри avvearávat voui(ov рерфе- 
та 'Oujpo, avyxvaw xé pov докёу 
афтд» eyeoba. In the words 
dvo xáro there is perhaps an 
allusion to Heraclitus’ 6005 dvo 
káro ша, 

Some of the latest guesses 
at truth have sometimes had a 
real or fanciful resemblance to 
the earlier ones. See Comte in 
Miss Martineau's abridgment, 
Vol. I. p. 429. ‘Amidst the con- 
fusion and obscurity which exist 
on this subject, I think we may 
conclude that no organism, even 
the simplest, could live in a 
state of complete immobility. 
The double movement of the 
earth, and especially its rotation, 
may probably be as necessary 
to the development of life as to 


the periodical distribution of 
heat and light.’ 

5. "Үлдавє] If being then is 
motion, how are we to conceive 
of knowledge, i. e. of sensible 
perception? This is now 
evolved, a fresh appeal to expe- 
rience being made at every 
step. Each sensation is the 
result of a double movement 
from within and from without. 
Hence they are, 1. relative to 
the individual (ёкастф (tov ye- 
yovds); 2. relative to each other. 
1. is proved chiefly of the sen- 
sations of colour, warmth, &e. : 
2. of the perceptions of size and 
number. 

катӣ rà ёррата) ‘In the sphere 
of vision.' 

9. ov] MSS. 4. 

15. Tpós тї» mpoonxovoay фо- 
рё») The theory does not con- 
sider the origin of this mo- 
tion. The instinctive belief in 


G2 


the sun 
and of the 
heaven 
were stop- 
ped, the 
order of 
the uni- 
verse would 


5 be over- 


thrown. 

3. The 
theory is 
now ap- 
plied. 

(1) Color 
is not 
something 
without 
nor in the 
eye, it 
arises be- 
tween, 
when the 
eye en- 
counters a 
particular 
motion. 
i Hence it is 
5 different to 


man and 
other ani- 
mals, to 
different 
men, and 
to the same 
man in dif- 
ferent 
states. 


(2) Warmth 
in like 


5 
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yeyevnuévov, kai б ёр Exacrov elvai papuev  xpóya, 


^ ^ , 
ойтє TO mpoaBaddov ойтє то rpocBaA\opuevov éarat, p. 154. 


> ^ , е , м , a ^ .. , 

GANG дєтафи т: єкаттф iov yeyovós" ў со дисҳорі- 
a * - ~^ 

стало àv ws oiov сої paiverat ékaa Tov xpóyua, TotoUTOV 


` ^ ^ € ~ + 
Kal kvvi kal órqoUv Cae ; 


ӨЕАІ. Ma Д’ oix eywye. 
5 
ZO. Ti бё; аАЛо а>Өр®тф ар pov xal coi 
, e ^ » ^ » ^ * ^ ^ 
aiverat Ort0Uv ; 6ҳєіѕ Toro io Xvpós, 7 TOAV paAAov, 
v > ^ ^ ЕД ^ » “м ` ` , € , 
бт! ovde coi avrQ Travrov dia TO итдєтотє Opolws 


> s ^ ж 
аутор сєаутф €xetv Н 


ӨЕАІ. Тобто uáAAov por докє 7 ékeivo. 
УО. Оџкоду ci pev ф rapauerpovpueda 7 ob épa- 


the reality of external things is 
already dissolved. 

1. ô 8j čkaorov elvai paper] 
Cf. p. 152 : å 3) $ápev «уш. то 
трооЗаАХ\о>, sc. ù фора. тд mpor- 
Baddépevor, sc. rà ёррата. Cf. inf. 
DA тф Tpoamegóv—dAAov mpog- 
eMóvros. 

2. ore тд mpooBáAXov ore тд 
mpoaBadddpevor | Neither that 
which gives, nor that which 
receives, the impulse. 

12. ф mapaperpovpeba] Cornar. 
(followed by most editors), 
read 2. Ficin. Id, quod men- 
suramus. Their difficulty was 
created by not observing that 
there is a tacit reference to the 
example adduced below—# órav 
papev cue tmrixdvde бута к.т. №. 
If this is borne in mind, the 
text of the MSS. reads smoothly 
enough, the middle voice is ac- 
counted for, and mapa retains 
its full meaning. ‘If that, with 
which we compare ourselves in 
size, were large,’ &c., (jv is em- 
phatic.) We are introduced to 
a new class of objects, and ad- 
vance a step in the argument 
at the same time. All that I 


see, hear, feel, &c., is seen, heard, 
felt, &c. by me alone, and arises 
solely in relation to me. Again 
I view the size of other bodies 
in relation to my own, or I com- 
pare different quantities. I can- 
not think of any magnitude or 
number as great or small, ex- 
cept in relation to some other 
magnitude or number. For the 
use of тараџ. cf. Lucian. I. 198 : 
Ойто yap àv rù uéya дебей) dv 
péya el тё шкрф mapaperpoiro. 
For a similar anticipation of an 
illustration, see Rep. 495 : "Qc- 
mep of ek rûv elpypav els rà 
lepà | arrodi8pacxovres Neoari 
pêv ёк дєтрӧу AeAvpévov, where 
Plato seems to have the alle- 
gory of the cave in his mind. 
Cf. also Thucyd. I. 7: Ai д ra- 
Aaiai—dmó Gadrdoons uüXXov фкі- 
сбпсау, al тє ev rais ито kai év 
rais yreípois (ёферо> yàp &Х\\оу$ 
T€ kai TOY Amv Goo Ovres ov 
баћассіо: като Qxovv), where the 
fact that the islanders were the 
chief pirates, which is men- 
tioned in the next chapter, is 
assumed. 
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P- 154: ттодеба, péya ў Aevküv 3) бериби Tv, ойк dv TOT€ manner is 


, ’ relative to 
аААф троттєтфу aAXO àv eyeyovet, аўто ye идём the touch, 
, " ` and size 
peraBaddov: ei дё ad то Tapaperpovpevoy 7 ёфатто- — andnumber 
> 3 , > А м are wholly 
pevov ёкастоу ту TOUTOV, ойк av ад aAdov просєА- relative. 
, For want 
Oovros 1] т: табоџтоѕ афто pndev пабоу &ААо v5 of observ. 
э / › ^ ^ 5 À 6 , ^ À y ing this, 
€yévero. ётєї viv ye, © фіЛе, Oavpacra тє кої ye\ola — we allow 
ebyepas Tos dvaykačopeða Aéyew, ds hain àv Ipw- езен 
Tayopas тє Kal mâs б Ta avrà ekeivp ётуерби  (pntradio- 
D e.g. We 
Aéyew. say that 
^ ^ ~ ГА . { 
OEAI. [ds by каї rota Aéyets ; os 
с ХО. Zuupóv Aafé тарадеуџра, кой avra ёсе à fewer; n 
BovAoua. aotpayddous yap Tov €f, dv èv rérrapas four, fewer 
? ^ , , * з ^ , 1 
avrois mporevéykys, TAcious apev elvat Tv rerrápaw twelve. 
4 e , 35 \ + ^ Not o; a thin rA 
kai nutoAious, eav Se додєка, éAarrovs kal тушсе ing be- 
` aor э ` у , à муи соте more 
kai ovde avekrüv aAAws Aéyew. 7 ov avé£e ; 15 unless in- 
creased f 


OEAI. Оюк yoye. 

ZO. Tí o)v;'àv oe Протауораѕ epyrar 7) tis 
Ados, 0 Өєаіттте, ё06 ӧтоѕ т. uei(ov 7) TAÀéov 

, L4 à , , p ^ 

уѓурєтш GAdws 7 avénOev ; тї drokpuveî ; 

OEAI. 'Eàv év, à Zókpares, то бокой» mpos ттуу 

d viv Єр®ттутш &rokpívopat, бт! ойк тт” ёйи де pos 

Thy тротёрау, QvAarrov uù €vavría. то, Ore Єттї. 


difficulty has been stated with 
regard to size, it is now illus- 


3. TÒ mapaperpotpevoy ў ёфа- 
mróuevov] I. e. ‘I, the subject.’ 


Cf. p. 182, тд пісҳоу. Аг. Eth. 
N. X. 4: Айту» дё (riv aloOnow) 
Му» évepyeiv ђ ev Û dori pndev 
ё:аферёто. 

7. ebxepós mas dvayxačópeða] 
‘We allow ourselves to Бе 
driven to use strange and con- 
tradictory expressions.’ Prota- 
goras would not find fault with 
us for calling the six dice more 
than the four, but for using the 
verb elva to express the relation. 

12. derpayáXovs yap rov ££] The 


trated with regard to number. 

20. тд Boxoiv] Cf. p. 157: Ao- 
коўута cot. 

22. pu\drroyv] Not exactly 
‘avoiding’ ($wAarrónevos), but 
‘being careful :' keeping watch 
on one point only. Cf. Gorg. 
461: 'Eáv poe ёу uóvov фуАаттус. 
Tí тобто Aéyes ; Тї» paxpodoyiay 
—1jv «adetpêns. Infr. p.180 : Е? 
тауу pu\drrovct rò pndey BeBarov 
ё» elva. So too, p. 169. maw 
тпре TÒ тобубе, ш) x. т. A. 
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EQ. Ed ye vy ryv” Hpav, à ire, kai Oeiws. атар, p. 154. 


Фу €oikev, ёар amokpivy ort ёсти, Ейритїдєб> Tt Evp- 
Braerai* т) pev yap уЛӧтта avédeyKTos "uiv стой, 
7 2 ppv ойк ávéAeykros. 

ӨЕАІ. 'AAx6j. 
Let us con- ZO. Ovxoüv e u&v Sewoi kai софої уо тє kai aU 


sider this, 


: > ^ ^ , 
pane the — juev, тарта та TOv hpevav éfyraxores, dn àv TÒ 
о 


tn 


mig : Aourov єк Trepiovaías GAANAWY атотеробџиєро, £vveA- 
versy, ч E x M > 

of calm Oovres тофиттүк@ў eis waxny тошту, CAA Amv TOVS е 
inquiry. 


- 
o 


, ^ , , " ^ \ = , ^ 
Aoyous rois Aoyows ékpovouev: viv бє are 1бфто4 
mpárov Воо\усорєда Qedocacdat avrà mpos avra, Ti 

, , ^ ^ , , € ^ > , 
mor єстіу а Stavoovpeba, потєроу тш» adAndos 
ёрифоиє 7 od orworiodv. 

, ^» 
OEAI. Па» pev обу ёуоує ror àv BovAo(ugv. 


What are 15 EQ. Kal pny eywye. ore 8 obras yet, dAAO rı ў 
езе ар- е 
paritions реша, WS таро TOAATY сҳоХђи &yovres, TAAL érava- 


I. ЕЎ ye—xal Вєіоѕ) Thezetetus' орех) Аг. Nub. 321: Kal умәш- 
answer showed great dialectical dip ууфилу wigao’, érépo Абуф dv- 
aptitude. He perceives the con- rAoyjea. 
tradiction, and yet will not an- то. éxpovouevy] * Would have 
Swer тарӣ rà бокой». knocked our arguments toge- 

3. ў pêv yàp yAérra] ‘Our ther, like swords in a sham 
tongue will be unconvinced, fight ; ‘would have bandied ar- 
but not our mind.’ Eur. Hipp. guments.' 

612:'H yAócc' диФноу', т} 8 ppny II. айта mpós айта] Compared 
dvóporos. with one another. The reading 

7. mávra rà rûv ppevû»] Hav- of the old edd., айта mpòs avrà, 
ing ransacked every mental might be defended; but айта is 
problem. the Bodleian reading. 

8. ёк mepiovaías] ‘Out of our — 15. Kai uj» &yoye] The abrupt- 
superfluity, ‘for mere pastime.’ ness of уф without ye might be 
Dem. de Cor. 226: Otros 8 ёк defended from Rep. 500: Kai 
mepiovaías ёро каттуорєі. êyû, аре, ёфт, сохоіоши. Eur. 

9. els шіҳт» тоаїту| Өс. со Med. 1375 : Kal pi ёуф отр. 
guorexny. Of Symp. 210 :°Осте Alcest. 369 : Kai рју eyo cou 
Kai ёй> êrtekjs dv rv ux tis тебдоѕ—оороісо. But the cor- 
xai ayuxpóv ávOos xn, e£apxeiv aù- rection of the Bodleian MS. is 
тф kal ёрй> xal кдеса: kal тіктер in the ancient hand. In either 
Aéyovs TotoUTous, viz. émtexeis. case xai belongs to the pro- 

тойу Àóyovs roig Adyos éxpov- noun. 





I. ob OvakoAatvovres] ‘With no 
feeling of irritation.’ Cf. Men. 
75: El péy ye rà». copay ris. ein 
kal ёристіку б épópevos, elmo” dy 
avrà, бт Epol pêv etprrav. el 8€ pù 
ópÜàs' Aéyo, cóv ёрүо› Aauflávew 
Adyov каї éAéyyew- el 8¢ бетер 
éyó re kai où vun ho óvres 
BovXowro аААзу\о SadéyeOat, det 
8 mpaórepóv mws kai биа\єктїкФтє- 
pov drroxpiver Oat. 

2. фатната] These mental 
phenomena (that have started 
up before us) Cf. Polit. 
268: Td тєрї rij» 'Arpéos re xal 
Ovésrov Меҳбёсау ёру фасџа. 
Cf. Meno 85 : "Остер буар йрт: 
д>акек{утута: ai дбёп айта к.т.№. 
For the thought, comp. p. 203 : 
Bacavi(opev д) айта dvaXafóvres, 
püXXov дё huâs aùroús. Prot. 331: 
Oùðèv yàp Béopar rò el Воће той- 
то каї є со: докеї «уҳєсба AAN 


épé те xai сє. 


5. бук] Cf. Pheed. 102. ‘Sim- 
mias is at once taller and short- 
er, taller than Socrates, shorter 
than Phedo.’ Where the difti- 
culty is met in a different spirit. 

12. ô pù mpórepov fv} This may 
be construed in two ways. т. 
What existed not before, but 
afterwards, this cannot be, with- 
out production and a process 
of becoming. 2. What was not 
before, neither can that be after- 
wards, without production, &e. 

The latter is the more sub- 
tle but is probably right. 
Schol. : “О ПрбкАоѕ rò dÀÀà ma- 
pédxew Aéye. Prorsusque ita 
Latine dixeris quod non prius 
erat at postea id esse. Heind. 
* Nay but, if it was not before, 
it cannot be afterwards.’ Cf. 
Soph. 265 : “Н ris dy airía yiyn- 
Tat rois р) rpórepov ovaw Фотероу 
yiyvecdau. 
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, , , E ` ^ x "© хл 
‚155. oxeoueOa, ov ÓvakoAatvovres, aAAa TQ бут! трас that have 
p.155 , P ZH a > : М А РУ: n been raised 
avrovs e£eratovres, атта TOT’ єттї тайта Ta Qaa para within we! 
ne voice 
- e ^ ^ , ` 
€v шу ; Фу mpõTov ётигкотодитє Q»joopev, ws eyo says, No- 
Д ing can 
oluat, итдетотє pndev àv peiov итде Aarrov yevé- become 
@ , м , , gud Y м м > 3 more or 
cba pyre бук pyre ариф, ws igov єй] аўто 5 fewer, 
EY dace greate 
EQUT@. ойу ойтоѕ ; or les, 
while 
OEAI. Nai. it is equal 
А ^ to itself. 
ZO. Aevrepov бє ye Q re mwpooriÜorro pHTE Another: 
D ^ ^ , э.” А , А That to 
adaipoiro, тойто pyre avéaverOai more phre POivew, which no- 
эх туу 5 ro thing is 
del дє toov. eivat. added, and 
a AN А from which 
OEAI. Кошдђ pev ойу. nothing is 
sO з А , 3 , ` ГА ^ ` , 3 taken, re- 
. Ap оду ov кої rpirov, û pù) трбтєро ÙV, mains 
\ ^ 5 a l to 
@АА@& ÜoTepov roUro eivat avev той yeverOat kal yí- ғ 
6 , à , A A third: 
yveaUat aovvaTOv ; Nothing 
^ , can be, 
ӨЕАТ. Докє ye dn. 18 eat i was 
PN , 5 ‹ , , 4 not, with- 
ХО. Tatra dn, oipat, ónoAoynuara тра payera ° 
coming. 


These seem 
to jar, when 
we say that 
the dice 
which were 
fewer 

are now 
more with- 
out bein 
increased : 
or that I, 
that was 
taller than 
you, am 
now short- 
er, without 
becoming 


во. 
Theætetus 
is full of 
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э < е ^ э ^ e , a = ^ ` ^ 
аута auTois év TH npuerépqa ux, orav та тєрї TOV р. 155. 


IIAATONOZ 


dcTpay&Acv Aéyopuev, ў órav фӧиєи euè THAcKovde 


y , , , 1 ЕД ГА , > 
бута, ure avénOevra pyre rovvavriov таборита, év 


, ^ ^ ^ , ^ M , 3 СА \ 
єлаутф тойу TOU v€OU VUV pev peto eivat, doTepov дє 


SéAarrw, итде тод éuoU Oykov dpaıpedévros «АЛА 


10 


^ э , 0^ ` yg à , » 
той ао тӨєутоѕ. єіџі yap д) Varepov 0 porepov ойк c 


3 > , 2 ¥ ^ ^ , , 
7, où yevouevos avev yap Tod ytyveaÜau yevéo ba 


> È ` ^ , ` ^ м » v 
aduvarov, рду де aoAAus то? Oykov ovk àv TOTE 


€ytyvouny éAkrrov. kai adda 8) pupia émi pupiois 
obras EXEL ётер kal ravra тарадєЁоџеба. [éret] yap 


I. түмкбу$е] Of the height 
you see me. 

5. pêv rod epot Óyxov афа- 
pebévros| ‘My size having been 
stripped of nothing,’ i.e. ‘With- 
out anything being taken from 
myheight.’ Badham conjectures 
pndev ёро? тоў Óykov adaipebévros. 
But this is unnecessary. 

ў. dvev yap тоў yiyverba ye- 
vécOa ddvvarov] This axiom is 
supplementary to the 3 former. 
In the first, the aorist was used 
(yevérba), the present in the 
second (avgdverOar, $6(vew). Both 
(yevérOarkal yiyverOat) are accord- 
ingly combined in the third, by 
means of which the two former 
are applied. It is nowshown that 
the aorist implies the present. 
To us such refinements are dif- 
ficult, because unnecessary. The 
subtlety is carried still further 
in the Parmenides, until it is 
reduced to the formula, ‘ That 
which is, is.’ Parm. 156: 
'Ecrós re mpórepov dorepov Kivei- 
Oat каї mpórepov киобџєроу vore- 
pow éordvat, ávev pêv той peraBdA- 
Aew oby olóv re forat тайта má- 
exev'— АМ oidê uj» peraBdra 
dyev ToU peraBddrAew. 

9. xai, which implies a subtle 
connexion between ravra and 


Ла pupia,can only be expressed 
in English by the emphasis on 
‘these. Cf. Soph. Œd. Col. 
276: domep pe кауєстђсаб, bbe 
тф{єтє. 

10. тараде реба) бс. тара той 
IIporayópov. ‘If we are to take 
this at his hands ;' i. e. not only 
accept, but adopt this as our 
own difficulty. Cf. Charm. 
162: El ody £vyyapéis тойт' elva 
софр. ómep отосі №ує, kal mapa- 
Bexer тд» Aóyov, Eywye тоб dy 
боо» perà тоў axomot(ugy—.. 'AMà 
тауу fvyxyopé, ёфт, xai тарадє- 
xopat. 

ёте] yap rov] * I assume this 
(85), for I suppose I take you 
with me.’ Cf. Euthyph. 12 : 
"Ene yap mov viv ye ; Euth. rá- 
vv ye. The MSS. have eré, but 
there can be little doubt about 
the emendation. The six dice 
are more when compared with 
four. They were fewer when 
compared with twelve. They 
cannot be more without having 
become more, and they cannot 
have become more without in- 
crease. Protagoras would say ; It 
is true the same thing cannot be 
more without addition, but the 
dice in the two cases are not 
the same thing, for they are in 


OEAITHTO?. 
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P. 155. mov, © Qceairnre’ Soxeis yoUv por ойк ameipos TOY 


ӨЕАТ. Kai v; rovs бєоџѕ ye, © Zóxpares, їлтєр- 
Qvós ds Üavua(o ті тот Єттї тайта, kal €viore ws 


adnOas BAérov eis avra скотодило. 

ZO. Өєодороѕ yap, à Hire, фоайето: ov как®ѕ 

, ^ , , 
romatew тєрї тїз Qvaeós gov. рала yap pr\ocopou 
ToUro TO malos, то Oavpatew* ov уар aAAN ару! 
, à е? ^ mv е ^ з , 

QuAocodías 1) airy, каї éoev 0 ттуу Іри Oavpavros 
ЕА , ЕД ^ ^ > ` , 
exyovoy þýoas ov как®ѕ yeveadoyeiv. adda zrorepov 


, M x aA ^ ^» ` > т ` 
pavbavers тд} S û тайта тойт єттї» ék. dv Tov 


Ilporayópav $apév Aéyew, ў ойто ; 


OEAI. Ойто цо: доко. 


EQ. Хари оду por eise eav cot avdpos, waddov 


a different relation. The dis- 
tinction between relative and 
absolute quantity is во familiar 
to us, that this is apt to appear 
& mere verbal quibble. But the 
solution of such difficulties was 
one of the steps by which the 
Greeks arrived at that distinc- 
tion. 

6. ob какёѕ romá(ew| ‘Theo- 
dorus is evidently right in his 
conception of you. For this 
Wonder is a true symptom of 
the philosophic nature.’ 

8. ой yàp An арх) pAocopias 
4 айт] Arist. Metaph. I. 2: 
Aù Tù Üavuá(ew of dvOpaman xal 
viv xai rû rpûrov ўрёауто horo- 
peiv, x. T. À. 

9. rv "Ipw Oaúpavros &xyovov] 
Hes. Theog. 265.  Oaógas 8 
"Окєауоїо BaÜvppeírao Üvyárpa 7- 
yayer 'HAékrpg 1) 8 Фкєау réxev 
"ро, cf. v. 780. 

IO. mérepov pavbaves ðn] ‘Do 
you begin to perceive what is 


the reason of this, according to 
the theory we attribute to Pro- 
гав? 

Aristotle, Met. К. 1063 А, 
points out that the Protagorean 
doctrine rests very much on the 
relativeness of quantity. Фаѓ- 
vovrat yap ойх ўкота rà karû Tas 
dyrıpdceıs тайтой каттуорєі» ёк той 
TÒ moody treaAnpévar ui) uévew éri 
rûv сорітоу 800 тд Kal elvat rerpá- 
ттуу td aùrò каї ойк elva. ў 8 
oUcía karû тд тоу, тобто 8 THs 
apioperns hicews, тд д moody ris 
dopigrov. 

14. Хари, к. r. M.j] * Shall I 
then earn your gratitude, if 
in regard to а man, or rather 
men, of high renown, I help 
you to elicit the truth of their 
meaning from its hidingplace 
in their minds ?’ 

pov dè . dvdpar] viz. Hera- 
clitus, Homer, and the rest 
mentioned above, p. 152. 


H 


wonderand 
bewilder- 
ment at 
this: a sign’ 
ofhis philo- 
sophic 
nature, 


4. To 
meet these 
and other 
difficulties 
the “Рго- 
tagorean” 
doctrine is 
further de- 
veloped. 

It must be 
hidden, 
though, 
from the 
uninitiate, 
those *'im- 
penetrable" 
men, who 
believe in 
no unseen 
operations, 
but only in 
what the 
can clute! 
with their 
hands. 
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IIAATONOZ 


2 &vópàv óvouac àv тӯѕ діароѓаѕ тту adnOewav amo- 


kekpvuuévyv avve£epevia oun аётфи ; 
OEAI. [ds yàp ovx eiropa, kai таро ye TOAAND ; 
EQ. "Абре 2) mepiokoróv, ur) Tis TÓv &uvrjrov 


\ IA м , E a 
5 €maxoun. «igi дё ойто. oi ovdev &AÀo olopevot Etvae 7) 


об av Svvwvrat атріЁ roiv xepoiv AaBerOa, patas 


^ ^ ` , , 
бё каї yevéoets kal av TO GóparOv оок QG7ro0€XOj.evot 


e , э р r 
05 EV OVTLAS p MEpEL. 


OEAI. Kai uév 09, © Хократєѕ, oxAnpovs ye 


eyes кої üvrtrimovs avOparrous. 


EQ. Есі yap, ® mai, par’ єй Gpovoo. аАЛо бё 


1, dvðpôv——aùrâôv] The two 
genitives are not precisely in 
the same construction : dvüpáv 
is governed by 8tavoías, abràv by 
e$ in evve£ep. The pronoun airós, 
however, is frequently used to 
recall a noun, which, for the sake 
of emphasis, has been placed 
in the forepart of the sentence, 
e.g. Rep. 477: 'EmierQugv mórepov 
Obvapiv riva ps «ри айттуу, к.т.\, 

arroxexpuppermv) Is to be taken 
closely with cvve£ep., as the or- 
der shows. 

6. атр\ё roiv xepoiv Аа8ёт@аш] 
What may be ‘ grasped thus.’ 
The extreme materialists are 
here discarded, in the Sophist 
they are made better for the 
argument's sake, that we may 
be able to discourse with them. 
The description there is very 
similar. Soph. 246: Oi pév eis 
yî» ¿E oùpavo xai той dopárov 
тарта €Akovgt, rais xepolv drexvàs 
métpas xai ps mepiXapBávovres. 
Tay yap rowvrov Єфаттбиеро máv- 
rov Oucxvpifovra. roro elvai pó- 
vov ê rapéxet трот8о\> Kai èra- 
nv twa, ravróv сёра xai ovatav 
ópiópevot, rûv 0€ dAXov ef ris oc 
и) сёра €xov elvat, karaiposoUvres 


тд тарата» kai ovdev éBéXovres GAO 
dkovew. 247 : rovrav ovd àv ёр 
€rawr xvvOeiev. of ye abróv стартоѓ 
Te Kai avróxÜoves, dÀÀAà діатєіуошт’ 
йу rûv ô uù Öuvarot rais xepol 
£vusiéew elatv, ws dpa roro oùôèv 
TÒ тарата» éariv. 

mpáfes] e.g. Sinaia kal ddixos 
mpagis. v. Soph. 247. 

7. yevéces]. е. g. alcOnors, ki- 
wats, ov. 

9. oKAnpods—xal а»ттїттоу$] 
‘Hard and repellent,’ i. е. stub- 
born and impenetrable.’ For 
the verbal climax, cf. Tim. 62: 
УкА\прд» 8, доог dv huv т} càp£ 
treixn——ro д ёк rerpayóvov by 
Baoewv dvrtrvmGTarov eidos. 
There is perhaps a humorous 
intention in the application of 
these material epithets to the 
men in question, similar to the 
play of words by which the 
Heracliteans are called péovres, 
inf. p. 181. For the inquiry, 
who are referred to, see Intro- 
duction. Cf. Soph. 246: °H 
Sewods etpnkas dvdpas’ iðn yàp kai 
€yó rovrov avXxvois mpocérvxov. 

II. Adot 8 тоА% Kopydrepor] 
In comparison with these айуо- 
cates of gross bodily “ matter,” 





р: 155. 
е 


ӨЕА1ТНТОЎ. 
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^ Ф ` , , 
Р. 156. толо Kopyporepot, àv uéAÀo cot та цостђра Aéyev. 
э ` / موو‎ Ф МА л 3 зуи z y 
арҳт де, é Hs kai а viv On €A€youer тарта т}ртүүтол, 
E ^ ^ $ м ` a 
70e avrÓv, às TO Tv кто: Hv kai GAO Tapa тойто 
, ^ , M м 

ovdev, ris дє килусєоѕ So «ід, тА)бє u£v azepov 
е ГА , ^ ^ ^ ^ v M ^ ^ 
єкатєроу, бууш» дє TO uév mowi €xov, то бє Ta- 

3 ^ ^ , e , ^ , ۹ 
oxew. Єк дё THs тоутоу Optrlas тє Kal Tpiyews pos 
ЕД , ^ 
GArAnAa yiyverau exyova тАђбе pev drepa, Sidvpa 
бе, TO pev aic@Onrov, то бє alcOnow;, del ouvexmi- 

, BK TOV, 
^ ^ ~ ^ е bJ 
птоџса Kai yevvopévm uerà TOD аїсбптой. ai pèv 
3 , , ` " tn xy > / м 
оди оіс@)сєіѕ та ro.x0e nuiv Exovow дубдата, dyes 
` ЕД ^ ^ > , ^ 1 ^ , 
тє kai akoa Kai осфрпосеѕ kai utes тє kai кайты 
e ~ 

«al дора ye 0) kal Атои kal Єлїбөшїш kai фоВог 


c 


Protagoras is almost an idealist. 
His disciples believe not indeed 
in a world of оттай ein, but in a 
hidden process underlying ap- 
pearances, cf. Rep. 477 : dvuvd- 
Hews yap уд ойтє тий урба» dpa 
otre сҳӯра, к.т. №. 

(11.) Mor &] viz. the pabnra 
Hporayópov, to whom he com- 
municated his doctrine ёи drop- 
pure, p. 152. Schleiermacher 
conjectured ddd’ oie ; but they 
would then be liable to be con- 
fused with the dvdpes дрорасто} 
above. The ‘disciples of Prota- 
goras, are evidently contempo- 
raries of Plato. Aristippus is 
probably included. (Kopyds and 
vvpierós are opposed, Hippias 
Maj. 288 : Où кошуу ФАА ovp- 
$erós.) The word кориб is 
used similarly of certain name- 
less philosophers (who are clear- 
ly the Pythagoreans) Polit. 285 
Ho\\ot rûv xouYyóv Aéyovow ûs 
dpa perpnrud) тєрї mávr dori rû 
yoyvópeva. Cf. Phil. 53: корууой 
yàp 89 rwes ab rovrov ròv Абуоу 
emxeipovor pnview aiv: olg dei 
Хари €xew. (Megarians 1) 

3. Iv] ‘really is, according 


to the well-known idiom, which 
becomes more frequent in Ari- 
stotle. What a thing proves 
to be when an inquiry is finish- 
ed, that it was before the in- 
quiry began. It is a transfer- 
ence of the reality of history to 
a general statement. Soph. CEd. 
Col. 117 : Tis dp’ fv; The doc- 
trine asserted above is now more 
minutely developed. 

8. ewekrrirrovea] ‘Tumbling 
forth to light at the same 
moment. Compare the lively 
expression in Rep 432, when 
justice is discovered, тала à 
paxápte chaiverat mpd roêûv тнл» e£ 
dpxis kvAuwüeioÓa, For the in- 
sertion of xai уєљошт, cf. Soph. 
Ant. 533: Kal Ẹvpperioyo kal 
фёр® Tis airías. Aesch. Prom. 
339. Hárvrov peracxûv kai rerod- 
pnkàs éuoi. 

IO. rà токіде—ёҳоосіу óvópara, 
Byreis—xexAnpéva] The slight re- 
dundancy helps to connect the 
sentence. 

12. удома! ye 5j] The particles 
mark the transition to a class 
of things less familiarly known 
by the name afodnors. 

H2 


- 


The men 
whose my- 
steries we 
teach, are 
more re- 
fined. 
Their first 
principle, 
upon which 
the whole 
depends, is 
that АП 

is motion. 
Motion is 
active айа 
passive, 
and each 
kind is 
infinite. 
These meet 
and pro- 
duce in- 


numerable 
twin births: 
sensation 
and sen- 
sible thing 
coming 
forth toge- 
ther. 
Sensations 
include 
pleasures, 
pains, de- 
sires and 
fears, and 
there are 
many with- 
out а name. 
Sensible 
things are 
colours, 
sounds, and 
the like. 
All the 
things now 
spoken of 


tn 


o 
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, ^ y > , \ . , , 
kexAnpévar Kai adAal, атєраутог pev ai avovupot, p. 156. 


IIAATONOZ 


vapTÀnÜes дё ai óvopacuévar то Ò ad aicÓgrov 


۶ , e 7 «of м \ / 
уєиоѕ TOUTOV єкастогѕ OJLOyOVOV, oer: t MEV xpeopara. 


- p > ^ ^ L4 , 1 
таутобато< таутобата, axoais дє юотайто$ hwvai, c 


кай rais алЛолѕ aicOnoeot та &@АХа. aicOnra Evyyevn 


yeyvopeva. 


Ti ёт) оду piv ВоуАєтои obros 0 pdos, 


@ Ocairnre, mpos rà mpórepa ; дра evvocis ; 
OEAL Où таро, © Xoxpares. i 
ZO. 'AAA' абре éav mws drore\eoO0]. Bovera 


yàp ёт} A€yew ds тайта парта uév, OoTEp Aéyopev, 


a ГА \ ^ ^ м ^ , x, ^ 
kweirat, таҳоѕ 0 kal Bpaduris €v TH килутє: avrv. 


v ` 9 , ^ a ` ` , 
0cov pev оду Врадо, év TQ avrQ каї Tpos та тАтут&- 


` , У ^ КА ^ ^ ^ M 
(орта ту кіл laxe. kai обто 8) yerva, та ded 


І. аі dvóvygoi]. See Locke, 
Hum. Und. B. II. е. з. I think 
it will be needless to enumerate 
all the particular simple ideas 
belonging to each sense, nor in- 
deed is it possible if we would, 
there being a great many more 
of them belonging to most of the 
senses than we have names for. 

3. The Bodleian with nine 
other MSS. has касте. 

6. ойто б родо] СЕ Soph. 
242: MiOdv rwa êxacros daíve- 
tai pot дитуєісбаш masiv ds ойт» 
йш» к.т.А. For the spirit with 
which all this is done, compare 
Rep. p. 545 : Paper abras rpayi- 
Kas, ws mpòs таїдаѕ yas mai(ov- 
cas Kai ёретҳтћо?саѕ, ds 8) amov- 
87 Аєуодсаѕ, inpnrodoyoupevas Né- 
yew Н 

7. mpos rà mpórepa] ‘In refer- 
ence to what preceded,’ viz. 
from p. 153. 'YrólaBe — to p. 
155, тарадеёбреба. 

9. "АМ абре ду] ‘Well, look 
attentively, perhaps we shall be 
able to finish it. Cf. infr. p. 


192 : “Ide д7, édv тї даХАо» viv 
émonj. éav=in the hope that. 

IO. ravra] тоюбута, пісҳоута, 
alg Onrd, аїтӨттє. 

mdvra—xiveira] Comp. Locke. 
‘The next thing to be con- 
sidered is, how bodies produce 
ideas in us, and that is mani- 
festly by impulse, the only way 
which we can conceive bodies 
operate in.’ 

12. ócov pèv ob» рад] ‘ The 
slower have their motion in 
one spot, and in relation to 
what is in contact with them, 
and are thus the producing ele- 
ments ; but those which are thus 
produced are swifter ; for they 
are carried along, and their mo- 
tion is from place to place.’ 

13. rà — yervapeva ойт 87] 
Schol Eis rò ù imoerwréov. 
The (probably conjectural) in- 
terpolation of Cornarius after 
ovre Bj [BpaBórepá ёст" бето» 
Bè ad rayó, mpds rà méppwbev rjv 
кїт» {oye kai ойто yevva, rà дё 
yervapeva ora 8] is quite un- 


ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 


p. 156. yervepeva ойто ù Ватто cari’ péperar yàp кой èv 
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^ > ^ е + , » ba б, у 
фора avrav т Knots mepuxev. єтєїбаў ойу oppa 


1 dAdo Tt тди Tovro Evpperpov rAmotdoav yev- 
kal аАЛо Tt тфу ToUT@ ÉEvupérp 7 y 


, ^ , СА ^ м ЕД ^ , 
viam Thy Aevkornra тє kai аісбђош avri) £vuQvrov, 


^ > м , + e , > , ^ y 
& ойк av TOTE éyevero ékarépou EKEWWOV проѕ алло 5 


€AOovros, Tore д) цєтаёо depouévov THs pèv Oyyeos 
empos тё» OÜaAudv. rhs д Aevkórnros проѕ той 
guvaroriktTovros TÒ yppa, ò pev офбаъидѕ apa 
м м ЕЈ , s Ж. ^^ ^ , \ 3 , 
Oyeos éumAews €yévero кой ора бту Tore Kal éyévero 


necessary, and confuses the real 
sense. 'Тһе slower motions are 
the rotoûvra and rác xovra, which, 
when in contact, produce (with- 
out changing place) the асёттӣ 
and аїтбтє (i. e. qualities and 
sensations) which are the 
*quicker motions, and pass to 
and fro between the тою?» and 
тбсҳох. Cf. inf. p. 159 : 'Eyév- 
moe yàp 8) єк rûv mpowpodoyn- 
pévov тб T€ rowdy каї TÒ тасҳоу 
yhvkirgrá re kai atobnow, dua he- 
popeva dpdórepa. It is not quite 
clear what is intended by the 
qualities and sensations being 
in locomotion. Perhaps nothing 
more is distinctly meant than 
that they flow from subject to 
object, and from object to sub- 
ject. But when it is said that 
they are the swifter motions, 
the idea is vaguely connected 
with the Heraclitean doctrine. 
Sensations and qualities are 
drops in the ever-flowing river 
of succession. The man or the 
tree is like the dull weed that 
clogs it, itself to be carried 
down in time. Subject and ob- 
ject are more of the nature of 
Earth, sensation and quality 
are sparks of the everliving 
Fire. This is not, however, 
brought out consciously here. 
It is shown afterwards, p. 182, 
that while sensation and qua- 


lity are flowing between sub- 
ject and object, they have also 
changed. The above interpre- 
tation was first suggested by 
Voegelinus, quoted by the Zu- 
rich editors in the preface to 
their last edition. He seems 
however, by a curious error, 
to make yevûy and yevvóuevov 
equivalent to mov and mácxov. 
That the тою?» and záexov are 
both yevvavra, appears from p. 
159: 'Еубусє yàp д) — ré re 
тоюду xal rò mácxov, quoted 
above. 

3. rûv тойт Euppérpov] Men. 
76 : "Есті yàp урба dmopor) oxh- 
paros yet cipperpos xal аїс@т- 
rós. This definition is said to 
be “ катӣ Topyiav.” In Tim. 67 
colour is called, фАбуа rûv со- 
párov éxácrov dmoppéovcav, der 
Evpperpa puópta €xovaar pds аїтӨт- 
ow. Cf. ib. 45, 6. 

6. rére 8), к.т.А.] Then it is 
that while these are issuing in 
the midst, sight from the eyes, 
whiteness from that which helps 
to create the colour, the eye is 
filled with seeing, and sees now, 
and becomes not sight indeed, 
but а seeing eye, and that which 
helps to give the colour birth 
is covered with whiteness, and 
it too becomes not whiteness 
but white, whether stick or 
stone, or whatever it is that 


are in mo- 
tion. But 
the motion 
of some is 
swift and 
of others 
slow. Those 
which pro- 
duce are 
slow, and 
they move 
only when 
in contact. 
The things 
produced 
are swifter, 


for their 
motion is 
from place 
to place. 

e. g. The 
eye and its 
appropri- 
ate active 
motion 
come in 
contact. 
Then sight 
begins to 
flit from; 
the eye and 
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ой rı õpis GAG офбаЛидѕ opav, то de Évyyevvraav p. 155. 

TO yppa Аєикоттто$ тєрєтАзт@зу Kai éyévero ov 

Aevkorns al GAAà Aevkóv, etre EvAov etre Albos etre 
e ^ f e ^ ^ , 

orovoiy ~vveBn T xpapat xpwoOjvar rH тоойтф 
, ^ 3 ` y Ы є ^ 

5 Xpopari. каї TaAAa д) ойто, oKAnpov Kai Qepuov 

kal парта Tov avTov TpoTov vmoANTTEOV, aro uev 

e A ` 5 ^ M ^ ‘ эү 2 , ^ 

каб афто unõèv eivat, û 87) kal Tore €Aéyopev, év дє 


^ ` e , ^ 
Tj) mpos GAANAG ошћа тарта yiyverOat kai TavToia 


happens to have been coloured 
with this hue. 

(6.) peraki depouévov] It is 
doubtful whether this means 
“whilst they are moving,” or “as 
they are moving in the midst.” 
The former is excellent Greek, 
but the latter seems preferable 
if we turn to p. 154 : Mera£i rt 
ёкйттр Buoy yeyovds, and infr. 
P.182 : Фреди ёкаттоу roro 
dpa aic@joe peraġů тоў тообуто$ 
T€ Kat rod Trág Xovros. 

3. etre órovoiv, x. 7. A.) Heind. 
who receives órtoov-xpjpa, (Cor- 
narius' emendation,) adds, “ne 
ipso quidem урна opus fuerit, 
h. L" It has not been suffi- 
ciently remarked that órwoiv has 
scarcely more authority than 
xpñpa. This is sacrificing too 
much for a weak reading. One 
MS. (Раг. Н.) has сёра on the 
margin, but  órovobrv — capa, 
though it has thus some 
slight authority, would intro- 
duce a distinction between or- 
ganic and inorganic matter 
scarcely known to Plato, and at 
all events too novel to be so 
slightly hinted at. The real 
text is perhaps restored by 
dropping „| xpópa, and reading 
órqoir, (дтоой» Раг. Е.) Aeuxóv, 
eire fiov etre Mos eire ôro- 
обу guvéBn xpuesÜnva. тш ToL- 
ote xpópar. ' White, whe- 


ther stick or stone, or whatso- 
ever happens to be coloured 
with that colour. The repeti- 
tion of similar consonants is a 
frequent form of corruption, cf. 
esp. p.158: ёте xph, x.r.A.: where 
three MSS. (Bodl. Vat. Ven. II.) 
read бтф xpóve xpi), к.т.А. (Xpó- 
vov, xpdvov, xpóvov, xpóvov, occur- 
ring within the next few lines.) 
Also, p. 149, ётбто for drórois 
Vat. pr. Bodl. pr. Ven. П. with 
атотфтатоѕ а few lines above. 
(Yet the reading órovoiv-xpà- 
pa, in which most MSS. agree, 
may possibly be right. For our 
theory has reduced us to narrow 
limits in the use of language. 
We have already been within 
а very little of saying * motions 
move. Cf. also, Rep. 6o1 : тд» 
тоиутікду фтүторе» xpopar! árra— 
émixpopari(ew.) For «те fos 
etre AiBos, cf. infr. avOpwrdy re kai 
AiBov kai ёкастоу (Qóv тє kai elBos. 
Hipp. Maj. 292: Kai Мбө xai 
fire xai ávÓpóme xai деф, к. т.№. 
The sentence is turned like 
Phædr. 237 : Eire дг @8ns eios 
Aryeia, cire Bia yévos povoixdy тд 
Atyiav тайт» čoyere Tij» émovv- 
шау. Rep. 612 : Eire то\оєдђѕ 
etre ророє д) etre Onn €xet kal бтоѕ. 
The aorists give a sort of pic- 
turesqueness to the expression, 
referring, as in the Homeric 
similes, to an imaginary case. 


p. 157- 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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> ` ^ , A » ^ ^ ^ ^ 5 , ^ ^ 
p.157. ато TNS KiwnoEews ETEL KAL TO TOLOUV ELVAL TL KAL TO 


, * 50^ ел ^ е > LJ 
Tdo xov avrGv eml 6/05 vorgat, ws Qaciw, ойк elvat 


Ta yis" 


м ` ^ à a , 
одтє yàp rotolv Єттї TL, Tplv av TQ TA- 


ё /А, y , ^ à ^ ^ А 
TXOVTL cuve On, OUTE пасҳоу, при av тщ 7TOLOUVTL 


, , ^ ^ ^ 
то Té тил EvverOov kal тоофу аААф a) mpoorreròv 5 


, 3 ^ 4 > € ^ , v > 
Tao Xov aveparn. dore EÈ &mavrov rovrov, бтєр È 


^ эү / \ ЕЈ ^ ` er 
apxns éAéyouev, ovdev eivat êv avrò каб aŭro, adda 


b тил del viyver dat, то $ eivai zravraxo0ev eLaipereov, 


oUX Ort Els TOAAG kai pr vaykdo peda Uno ол 


Geias kal avervotnnoovrns yphobat avrQ. TO 8 ov 


Se, ds 0 rv coQdv Aoyos, ore т: Evyywpelv ойтє 


Nw» ^ LÀ , уз э ^ L4 L4 rad 
Tov OUT Єдойў ovTE тодє OUT ekeivo OUTE @АХо ovOev 


м a е ^ ` ^ , , 
Ovoua б Tt ay ioth, &ÀÀ& ката фоси PbeyyerOa 


I. ёте kai тд тооду] ‘For it 
is impossible to have a firm no- 
tion (they say) even ofthe active 
and passive elements as exist- 
ing separately in the case of 
any single thing. abrüv 8C. 
rûv xwovpévov, * To distinguish 
amongst them the active or 
passive element as existing in 
any single case.’ Or ézi évûs may 
be taken differently : * To con- 
ceive steadily of agent and pa- 
tient, as each existing separately 
in one ;' i. e. ‘as a single thing.’ 
Cf. Soph. 259: "Ev én gump- 
пётр, and the common expres- 
sion é$' éavrov. But the for- 
mer rendering is more pro- 
bable. Cf. Arist. Met. V. 20: 
Mndev айд» deer Gan mMjv тф 
olkei Aéyo év éd! ёб. For 
aùrûy Cornarius suggested ad т. 
If a change were necessary, a? 
rûv would seem more probable. 
rûv emi évós, | of things taken 
singly,' might then be compared 
with rûv êv éxeivov, Phil. 16. 

2. vorjra.—rmayíes] Rep. 479: 


Kai yàp ravra érapdorepi(ew, xai 
ойт «уш, ore pù elvat oùðèv aù- 
rûv бйуатор mayiws уођаа, or 
dupérepa ойтє оф$ётероу›. The 
word is used by Aristotle. 

9. oby Gre jus] The irony 
of this appears very clearly, if 
we compare p. 197: El uévro fv 
ayridoyixds x.T.À. 

то. rà 8 où 84] This may be 
regarded as a sentence of which 
rû is the subject, and all that 
follows the predicate. The 
idiom occurs frequently in Pla- 
to, Apol. 23. Rep. 340. De 
Legg. 803. Soph. 244. Из 
growth may be traced in the 
following | passages, Rep. 357: тд 
8 ye Jv dpa, ûs owe, прооішоу. 
443: Td 8 ye jv dpa к.т.А. TÒ 
8 ye алд x. r.A., 489. rò de 
didis frépukev кт\. See also 
Thuc. IT. 44: Tò 8 eirvxés x.r.À. 

II. ore rov) The genitive is a 
point of transition to ¢yov. 

13. pbéyyerOa:—] ‘To use the 
expressions.’ 


IO 


colour from 
the object 
of sight ; 
the eye be- 
comes а 
seeing eye, 
and the ob- 
ject be- 
comes co- 
loured. 
Neither 
seeing eye 
nor colour- 
ed object 
can be 
thought of 
as existing 
independ- 
ently of 
this mutual 
process. 
We must 
not speak 
of anything 
as existing, 


but only as 
becoming 
this or that, 
arising, 
perishing, 
or chang- 
ing. This 
applies not 
only to sin- 
gle things, 
but to those 
bundles of 
things, 
which men 
call sorts. 


Thestetus 
is invited 
to acknow- 
ledge the 
theory so 
far devel- 
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, ў , ЕД 
yıyvopeva кой поюуиєра каї droAAvpueva kai аААо!- р. 157. 


IIAATONOZ 


, " e э , , ^ , 37 e 
OV EVA WS EAV TL TLS стт)! TW Ауф, єєЛєуктоѕ о 


тодто поди. det бє Kat 


^ , y , ^ 
ката џєроѕ ойт Аєує kai 


тєрї ToAAGY aÜpowÜevrov, ф 8% адройтџат: avOpw- 


, , ^ ,, М 7 ^-^, M 
57v тє TiÜcvra, kai Aífov kai €xacTov Gov тє kal с 


єїбо<. 


T ^ , a э 
eval, Kat уєоою av аутои 


Taira on, © Qcairnre, ар тда Ooké со 


, 
WS àpegkovrov ; 


OEAI. Ox oida éywye, û Xokpares xai yàp 


Fart ^ , ^ , ^ , 
ovde тєрї той дурараг karavorjcat, потєра докодита 


, 
XQ. Ov uvguovevas, 
3 ^ ^ 
оіда ойтє тоодда: TOV 
э х » ^ м ` ^ 
eiui avTOv ayovos, сє дє 


, э vM 5 ^ ^ 
то то. Aeyets avra ?) єой атотєра. 


5 , v $^ X M у э 

® ire, ore eyw pev ойт 
, A] , 

тоіюутои ovdev шор, GAN 


, , „ 
pauevopat Kal TOUTOU veka 


> , ^ , e. 7 ^ ^ , 
єтадо тє kai raparin ékaoTwv rv copay aro- 


15 yevoar Oa, ws av eis Pas TO cov доура EvveEayayw d 


éfaxOévros бе, тот 709 akéyouat eir avepaiov etre 


, / ` ^ ^ 
yovıuov ауафаутутета. adAa барри Kai kaprepdv 


5 NL , > , aa , , x = 
єй kai avdpeiws атокріоо à àv файлуто! со тєрї av 


ay époró. 

2. б rovro mov] For the 

redundancy, cf. Rep. 506: Al- 
каа kai kaha dyvoovpeva бпр more 
ауада сти, où то\Аой Twos d£ov 
фїХака кєктїтба rv roUro dyvo- 
одита. 
4. d 3) аброїтната—тїбеута] 
Se. дуора. The subject of ri- 
Oevra is indefinite. From our 
Protagorean point of view, that 
which answers to a common 
name is not ѓу ёті moder, nor 
fv mapa rà moÀÀà, but an arbi- 
trary or conventional aggregate 
of phenomena. Cf. Parm. 165, 
where the word éyxos answers 
to dÓpowpa here, but implies 
something even more vague and 
formless. 

12. тоюўри) ‘Tanquam pro- 


prium mihi vindico,' velut dici- 
tur mowicÜai twa vióv. Heind. 
Is it not rather, © give birth to?’ 
Cf. Rep. 372: Ilowópevor тойу 
maidas. Crit. 45: *Н yàp ov ур 
roccia dau maias. 

14. raparin] P.149; Aot- 
cai ye al pata фарийкаа каї èrg- 
dovem. See the description of 
the education of a Greek youth 
in the Protagoras, 325: Iapa- 
TiÓéacw avrois ёті rûy Ваброу 
dvaycyvókew пошту dyalày mor- 
прата. The genitive is perhaps 
partitive, but more probably 
governed by drroyevcacdau. 

17. xdi xaprepûy] ‘And with 
perseverance.’ Boldness was 
all he required at first. p. 148. 


Өарре. 151 edv—dvdpify. 


OEAITHTO. 
р. 157.  OEAL 'Epora д7. 
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“з 


ГД A , 
XQ. Aéye roivuv пали, є со: apeoxe TO ш ті 
^ ` СА 
elvat GAG ylyver Oat det ауабоу каї каду kal парта 


^ y ^ 
а арт: Oujpev. 


ӨЕАІ. 'АЛ^' ёрогує, ered) сод акоро ойто бї- 
, , , € y , ^ e 
e£&ovros, Oavpariws paiverar ds €xew Aoyov kai vro- 


Anrréov {тєр SueAndvOas. 


GA > ^ ^ 
УО. My той» атоћітоџєо бето» éAAetrov avTov. 


, ^ v 
Aetrerat 0€ évumviov тє пёр: kal voaov, TOv тє &ÀAÀGv 


^ , е , ^ ^ v м 
Kal pavias оса тє паракооєи 7 7rapopav т TL &ÀÀo 
rapatoOdveodat Ауєтш. оісба уар тоо Ort ё, тйс! 

, e , эү / ^ А м ^ 
TouTots óuoAoyovuévos єАєуҳєс да: Soket ov арт: ді- 
uev Aoyov, ds парто иаАЛоУ Hui Yevdeis aicOnoes 


2. «î со dpéoxer|‘ Whether you 
are pleased with the idea that 
nothing is, but is ever becom- 
ing, good and noble, as well as 
what we have just enumerated.’ 

3. Фуабд» xal кау] As, above, 
aic6nots is made to include de- 
sire, fear, &c., во by the subtle 
introduction of these words, the 
doctrine is pushed to its far- 
thest limits, and thus its chief 
fallacy is hinted at—that of 
arguing from sense to higher 
things. So afterwards Prota- 
goras is made to assume that 
the doctrine applies to states 
as well as individuals. It isa 
good example of the irony of 
dialectic. 

8. MÌ тољу) The doctrine is 

“now so far developed, that we 
have only to notice an objec- 
tion, and it will be complete. 
As false opinion is our stum- 
bling-block afterwards, so now 
false impressions have to be 


accounted for. The solution is 
a simple one—they are not 
false to him who is the subject 
of them. The position, Sense is 
knowledge, was at first made 
equivalent to its having a real 
object (p. 152). But are dreams 
real? Are the illusions of mad- 
ness true? Is that really bitter 
which tastes so to the diseased 
palate !—If truth is wholly rela- 
tive, if nothing is but, what be- 
comes, it must be во. (In fact, 
such impressions are not con- 
trary to sense, but to reason.) 

9. kai viowy, тфу re Хоу xai] 
And disease, especially mad- 
ness and its delusions. pavia is 
the subject of Ауєта, and бта 
is cogn. accus. Cf. Soph. Trach. 
406, Aevoowy pdraa. alib. 

éca—ri ào] The double 
cognate accusative is notice- 
able. ‘The cases in which it is 
said—to have any other illusory 
impression.” 

I 


must be 
thought of 
with other 
things, as 
not exist- 
ing, but 
arising con- 
tinually. 

5. A for- 
midable 


58 MAATQNOS 
class of ob- : P nn f 5 ^ ^ л , 
баво ©” GUrois yryvouévas, kal тоААой Set rà $awopeva р. 158. 
пом з. каст Taira kal elvat, GÀÀà Tv roDvavriov ордер 
posed of. є 
1 т 5 
It is com офу haiverat eivat. 
monly said ر‎ Е Я 
ге А OEAI. 'ААбестата Аєуєіѕ, © Zoxkpares. 
Ams ап 
3 ^ ^ ` 
madness 5 ХО, Tis 57 оди, © mai, Aemerau Aoyos TQ т> 
по! ung 0 , ۴ 
what ap- al Onow Єтигттили TiÜeuévo kal Ta pauvopueva éka- 
pears is E A А 
real. Pro-  gTQ тайта кой civar торте Ф paiverat ; 
tagoras , \ , 3 z > nm وا‎ ^ of 
says, All OEAI. 'Eyo uév, © Loxpares, Okv) єїтєї От! 
that ap- » у , ۶ , ^ yoa 7 Y»; 
pears tome OUK €xc TL A€yw, Store poe viv др érérAnğas eirovte 
is real to МЕУ) $cv ооз ^ $— , , 
me. What !0@UTO. єтє! ws aAnOas ye ovk av Ovvaiugv agua By- 
account ^ e E , a r’ , , ^ 
does he THTAL @5 ol patvopevot 3) oi Oveipoyrrovres ov evdî) b 
then give , е Уд OE » 5 А 
of these OofaCovaiw, Отау oi иб Ücol arav olwvTat eiva, ot 
pheno. \ , Sor , > л g 
mena? дё mTnvoi тє, kai ws meTopevor EV тф Umvo ğıavo- 
фитаи. 

А 3 , ^ 
There isa 15 EQ. * Ap' оду о0д то тодудє арфи Biyrnua Eevvoeis 
oubt x ^ 
which is тєрї айти, wadiora де ттєрї ToU буар тє Kal Urap ; 
oiten ^ ^ 
felt about OEAI. To otov ; 
them: e.g. a 3 
when it is ZO. 'O поАЛакі сє oluat axnkoevat éporrovrav 
asked, Can 1x м , p - Р м * 
we prove TL Qv TIS Exot TEKuNplov a7roóeitau, El Tis €potro viv 
that we are A › ^ r , А ` ۶ 
not dream- 2° OUTOS EV TQ 7rapovri, zrorepov Kadevdopuev kai тарта 
ing now? 


^ , , , * » , СА ` 
а OuavoovueÜa OveporTouev, 7 єуртуораџєу Te кої с 


rap addAnros д:оЛєуоцеба. 


I. то\\ой dei] These words 
are adverbial. 

2. dÀÀà rûv roùvavriov ovdev dv 
gaiverar elvai] E. g. Democritus 
(who is believed to have written 
against Protagoras) said of all 
sensations except hardness and 
weight: Enpeiov 8 as ойк eii 
dice тд pù тайтай тйс paiverOa 
Tois (Фо, GAN’ ô Hyiy yuk, тойт” 
Dros mixpdv kal ётёро ù xal 
Dros Spy, roig дё arpudjvóv 
kai rà dÀÀa 8 ócavros. 

12. of uiv — аётёр) I. e. the 
madmen. 
13. тттууо{ тє] Se. otovrai elvat. 


18.*0 полак) ô is not exactly 
governed by акткоёуш éperóvrov, 
but it is cognate accusative in 
apposition with the whole sen- 
tence that follows. * What ques- 
tion do you allude to? This. 
I dare say you have often heard 
it asked, &c.' Cf. p. 165: ‘А A- 
Aoxàv dy re\racrıxds dvjjp шобо- 
фбро< v Aóyow épópevos к.т. №. 
Rep. 443: Tò ёлтиор, & épapev 
tromredoa, K. T. À. 

Arist. Met. Г, 6, тог А: Ta 
8 тоайта &торпиата био ёттї 
TQ amopeiv mórepov xadevdopev viv 
i} ёуртубраџе». 


p. 158. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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ӨЕАТ. Kai uv, © Zóxpares, @торбь ye orp урт 


> ^, , , ` -* , , 
emdeiéar текитріф. Tavra уар damep арутістрофа 


Ta avrà mapaxodrovbel. a тє yap veri dieAdypeba, 


ovdey kover kai ev тф mvo Soxeiv aAAnAots diadé- 


> "T \ у > م‎ 8 a " ^ 
yeo0av kal orav Oy Ovap oveipara OokGjev yei- 


сді, —атото 1) Opmotorns тотоу EKELVOLS. 
^ , ^ 
ZO. 'Opas oiv dri то ye auduo Burro at ov ҳаћє- 
, е ^ , , > Y ^ov 3 ^ 
TOV, OTE kai потєроу єттї Отар 1) ovap audio pyret- 


^ * у v ^ , ^ , Ф 
drat, кої dn їсоо Ovros той xpovov ov кабдєџдоџєу @ 


Єуртудрашеи, ev ékarépo Siapayerar nv 7) роҳ? 
Ta del zrapóvra. Óóypara mavrüs раААоу elvat adnOn, 


4 м \ 1 , \ y 3 y ` 
@oTe igov uev xpovov тадє hapev vra eivat, taov бе 


exeiva, Kal ouolws ep єкатеро< бию уир!бдиеба. 
OEAI. IlIavrazact: pev ov. 


I. торбу ye Srp xpi) émdeigar] 
Descartes de la Méthode, p. 164 
(Cousin.): Et que les meilleurs 
esprits y étudient tant qu'il leur 
plaira, je ne crois pas qu'ils 
puissent donner aucune raison, 
qu'il soit suffisante pour dter 
cette doute, s'ils ne présup- 
posent l'existence de Dieu. Des- 
cartes however would not say 
‘Gpoiws éd éxarépows Bc xxvpuópeOa. 
As early as the age of Homer, 
attention had been attracted 
by the phenomena of dreams. 
Il. XXII. 199: ‘Qs 8 êv óveipo où 
Sivara petyovra кеу. (Bodl. 
öre xpóvo xp.) 

2. mávra yap orep dvriarpoda 
Tà avrà rapaxo\ovdeî] * For every- 
thing corresponds in each ex- 
actly, as if one was the counter- 
part of the other.’ 

4. ё rà nvo) This is the 
reading of the best MSS., though 
évumvig is supported by the 
greater number. But the article 
with vrvio is out of place, and 


the indefinite rq is not used ad- 
jectively. 

5. kai бта» 89] ‘And when in 
a dream we do seem to be tell- 
ing thoughts which are dreams, 
— it is strange, the resemblance 
of this state to that.’ 

биєірата—дитубсби] Not * to 
tell dreams,’ but ‘ to give ut- 
terance to thoughts which 
are only dreams.’ СЁ supr. 
Távra 4 д:ауооуреда Óveipórropev. 
*Oveipara is a sort of cognate 
accusative, or rather, is in ap- 
position to the suppressed ob- 
ject of Supyeioba, “Ovap is ad- 
verbial to àoxóc.. (Meno 85: 
"Qemep буар йрт: й>акек{утута! ai 
8éfa aðra.) Tovrwy refers to 
the waking, éxeivos to the sleep- 
ing state, like ё›баде, éxei of the 
visible and invisible world. 
There is probably a slight break 
in the sentence before äroros, 
«rd. The collocation dvap dvei- 
para is like како! какос p. 177, and 
adds intensity to the expression. 


I2 


tn 


Dreams 
have as 
much real- 
ity to the 
dreaming 
mind, as 
10 daylight 
impressions 
have to 
the waking 
mind. 
And half 
our life is 
spent in 
dreaming. 


The im- 


pressions 


of madness, 
too, though 
more short- 
lived, are 
real at the 
time to him 
who expe- 
riences 
them. 

In both 
cases it is 
impossible 
to demon- 
strate 
which is 
the real 
world. 


this doubt 
as follows : 


That which 
is different 
has a dif- 
ferent 
power, 


60 


, ^ , ^ a 
ХО. Ovxoüv кої тєрї voowy re кой uavtàv 0 avrog р. 158. 


IIAATONOX 


, ^ ^ , L4 э м у 
Aoyos, mAnv той xpovou, OTt OUXl їтоў; - 


ӨЕАІ. 'Орбфх. 


ZO. Tí обу; mA5Ü« ypovov каї о№уоттті TÒ 


5 adnbes ópio foerat ; 


ӨЕАТ. leAotov pérr àv ein тоААаур). 


УО. 'AAAa rı &Ало 


exes cades evdeiEar@at, 


omoia rovrov TOv доёасратоь adnOn ; 


ӨЕАТ. OF por доко. 


> ^ м т ^ a 
EQ. "Epod roivvv drove ola тєрї avray ay Aeyotev 


^ ^ , ^ ^ 3 ^ 
ot та ael Ookoüvra. Ор!боцєуо: TQ докодитг evar adnO7. 


Aéyovat бё, às éyó olar ойто épwravres, Q Өєа!- 


à à 5 . 
тїтє, 0 àv črepov 1) TavTamacl, uý mý Twa Óvvapuw 
` » ^ е? ^ е „ ^ ` e , ^ 
rjv airy ёе TQ єтєр ; kal ur) (moAafoyev Tjj 


L4 
€repov. 


\ , < 5 ^o» ^ ^ \ ¥ ЕД =” 
15 pêv TAVTOV eivat 0 EpwT@pev, TH дє érepov, GAA’ dAws 


ӨЕАТ. 'Aóivarov тойлуу тайтду Tı êxe 1) ev ôv- 


, Mo» v t ^ L4 3 ^ 
vapet 7 Єў GAAw отоду, orav 1) кошдї) €repov. 


3 + Ф , LA ? ^ ` ^ 
ХО. "Ар ov ov каї avopowov avayKaiov TO тоой- 


Whether 20 TOV ОноЛАоуе>; 


this be 


4. т\лбе xpóvov kal дАгүбтттї] 
The supporters of the same 
doctrine as quoted by Aristotle 
extended this argument to meet 
that from general consent. Met. 
T. 5. 1009 В: Tò pêv yàp adnbes 
ob т\б KpiverOa otovrai mporn- 
кеу ойф$ё ddcydryre. 

7. rı @Ао—тафес] ‘Any other 
certain test." 

11. ópióuevod] * Who deter- 
mine. Perhaps there is a touch 
of irony in the application of the 
word to them. 

14. ш] brodkdBaper т рё» rad- 
rò) Megarian subtilty is here 
ironically brought to the help 
of Protagoras. The language of 


logic is applied to the sensible 
world : the language of ideas to 
things that admit of degrees. 
And throughout, the idea dwelt 
upon is that of difference. The 
.language is humoured accord- 
ingly. Socrates ill can hardly 
be said to be, Mos črepov, 
wholly different, from Socrates 
well, but they differ when taken 
each as a whole, бАо» тойто 
б\ф éxeivp. For the application 
of this logic in the mouth of a 
Sophist see Euthyd. 283. *Klei- 
nias is not wise. You wish him 
to be made what he is not : i.e. 
no longer to be what he is. You 
wish him to be annihilated.’ Cf. 


e 


Рр: 159. 


р. 159. 


OEAITHTOZ. 


OEAI. "Eyorye Sokeî. 
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у , A 

ХО. Ei ара rı EvpPaiver ópowv TY yiyverOau 7 

| 3 э? е ^» у е £ ^ . 
dvouotov, etre éavr etre @ААф, opotovpuevov pev TaÙ- 


^ , ГА > , \ «= 
TOv pnoopuev yiyver Oa, avopowvpevov дє érepov ; 


OEAI. ’ Avdykn. 


EQ: Olkoly mpocÓcv éAéyouev ds тоАА@& pêv ein 


\ ^ у у € , , \ / 
та TOLOUVTA Kat ATTELPA, WOAUTWS дє ye Ta па- 


сҳорита ; 


OEAI. Nai. 


ZO. Kal ш> ore ye Ado GÀÀo ovpptyripevov 
кої GAAw ov таёта аАА Erepa yevvrjae ; 


b ӨЕАІ. По pev ov. 


EQ. Aéyopev O5 épé re koi сё Kai TaAA’ 70g 


^ ^ P. , , e , ^ 
ката Tov avrov Àoyor' Lwxparn vytaivovta kai 2w- 


, 8 ^ , 4 ~ 9 э , a 
крат aù acÜevoüvra' потєрои био TOUT Єкєї 7 


> , , 
avopotov hooper ; 


ӨЕАТ. *Apa тоу acGevoivta Twxparn, Лоу roUro 


, , , a е , А 
Aéyes DAQ єкєіо, TO VytaivovTt Xokparet ; 


Democritus ap. Ar. de Gen. et 
Corr. I. 2: Kai dds črepov hai- 
vea Oa. évds uerakwrÜévros" ёк rûv 
айту yàp 7| ia xal корда 
yiyveras ypappdr ov. 

2. Eidpa] ‘ What is the same 
is like, therefore what is like is 
the same.’ This is one of many 
examples of the imperfect state 
of logic, which puts Socrates’ 
respondent at his mercy. He 
does not always escape un- 
checked, however, see Prot. 350: 
“Eywye épornÜcis td сой el of ар- 
Speioe барра\ёо: elaív, GàpoXóynaa' 
el 8 xai of Oappadéor dvêpeîot, ойк 
porên’ є үйр pe róre їўроу, elrov 
йу Gre où mdvtes. 

6. трбобе» &Aéyouev] Soph. 
259 : *O xal трбебе> «рпта. 


то. dAdo DAg—xal Aq] Cf 
Rep. p. 369 : MapadapSdvar dA- 
Aos dAdov ёт’ Gdov, tov Û én’ 
dAXov xpeía. The combination 
of one element with this and 
another with that, and again 
with another different from all. 
Compare with what follows, 
Ar. Met. E. 2. 1026 В: Eir 
yàp of rûv софістё» Adyou тері 
TÒ cvuBeBnkós Фу єтє» шота 
Távrev, тбтєроу érepov ў rabróv 
povarxds Коріскоѕ kal Kopi- 
OKOS, K. T. À. 

13. Aéywpev дў] Phæd. тоо: 
Kal mdyra д) ойто Аёүш. Swxpdry 
is governed partly by Aéyoepev, 
partly by $copuev. 

] i.e. Having laid down 
these premises. 





active or 
passive. 


And the 
same thing 
in combi- 
10 nation with 
different 
things has 
different 
producta. 


Socrates 
ill, is а dif- 
15 ferent man 
from So- 
crates well : 
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XQ. Kaddora оте" aro roUro Aéyo. 
ӨЕАТ. 'Avopotov ёт тою. 
EQ. Ка črepov dpa oÜres dep avopo.ov ; 


OEAI. *А»тукт. 


р. 159. 


Socrate: . ` ^ a 
існа EQ. Koi xabevSovra 07 кої парта a viv NÀ- c 
from So- 
crates va. боцех, ócavros фсе; 
mg зай ж ӨЕАТ. "Eyoye. 
Therefore EQ. “Exacrov 8) тб» тефикотои TL Trot&v, &Ало 
їп combi- / е e 
nation with 7ı, OTay иби Aa taivovra SwKparn, ws érépo шог 
the same ? 7 parn, P H 
active mo- 10 xpnoerat, órav dé üaÓevobvra, ds érépo ; 
tion they P 
will pro- OEAI. Т; 5 où реА ; 
duce dif- \ = \ ogee , , э 7 
ferent re- ZO. Kai érepa dn ef’ éxarépov yevyvnvopev eyo 
ts. ^ ` a 
TE 0 Tac Xov kal ékeivo TO TrOLOUY ; 
ӨЕАІ. Ti шуи ; 
XQ. "Отау ёт) olvov mivo vyiaiver, д0 шо: hai- 
verat Kal yAuKUS ; 

ӨЕАІ. Nai. 
ae EQ. 'Eyévvgee yàp ё) ёк rûv mpowpodoynpevov 
Uth so e + a ` ` , , , ^o» 

th seems TO тє тобу Kal TO тасҳоу yAvkurnra тє каї airb- d 
Fa y L4 , > 4 ^ e \ x 
is pleasant 20 guy, Gua depopeva. audorepa, кої 1) pev aiaOnors 
e when 
well. mpos ro maaxovTos оёдса aicOavoperny THY yAdo- 
X vy тру у 


3 , е ^ , ^ ^ L4 ^ 
cay areipyacaro, 7) 8 уХокітте троѕ той otvov Tepi 
` 5 ^ 
aùròv depouévg yAvkiv Tov ойго» тӯ Uyiuvovoy 
, э , ^ 3 ^ , 
y^órry ётойсє kal elvat kal haiver Oa. 


Фроћоутто. 


5. кабейдоута] Раг. F. marg. 
add. xai, ёуртуородута. — Bodl. 
xa8eóNovri. Is it possible that 
xabevdovra 8) ёуртуорбт: may be 
the true reading ! 

6. ócavres poes) Бе. dvó- 
рою» ка| érepoy elvas Tod ёуртуорб- 
Tos, к.т.\. 

8. т: то») To act upon some- 
thing; to agents. So rò 


5з OEAI. [avy pêv обу Tà mporepa тум» ойто 


rotor dud, below. Soph. 247 : 
Eire els rd mowiv Erepov Örtolv. 
12. èp éxarépov] In either 

case. Cf. Parm. 130: A€yovros 
8) той Xekpárovs — èf éxdorov 
ахбєсдаг rév re Tappevidny xal тд» 
Zrvova. 

22. áreipyácaro] ‘The sensation 
arising on the side of the subject 
renders the tongue percipient.’ 


р: 159- 


е 


p. 160. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
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ХО. "Отау ёё aodevoivra, @ААо TL Tpórov pev 


^ M ^ 
rj GAnOeig. ov Tov avrüv €Aafev; avouoíp yap dn 


mpoonrbev. 
OEAI. Nai. 


EQ. "Erepa 67) ab éyevvga arg б тє тоюдтоѕ Zw- 5 


^, - , ^ ^ ^ 
Kparns кой 1) тод oivov 1001, тєрї pev THY yA@TTaY 


y 1 ` ^ ^ 5 , 
aicÓnciw mixpornros, тєрї бє Tov oivov yiyvopévyv 
кої $epouévgv тікроттта, koi Tov pêv ov тікротта 
@АА& тікрду, ёрё де ойк aia nat GAN’ aicOavopevov ; 


OEAI. Кошдӯ pev oiv. 


TQ. Oébxoüv éyd re ovdév GAAo wore yernropat 


ovTws aicOavopevos’ той yap &ANov AAA aicOnors, 


^ د‎ ^ ^ , уэ 
kai aAdAoiov kai adAov mot TOv aicÜavopevov: ойт 


> ^ ` ^ , * , у ` э“ 
'éketvo то тод» єрє uymor aAA@ cuveAdov ravróv 


yevynoay TotoUrov уётта’ amo yap aAdov aAAo 


yevvijcav &AAotov yernoerat. 


OEAI. "Ест; rara. 


ZO. 0002 ил» éyeye épavrQ тоюўтоѕ, éxeivo re 


e ^ ^ , 
єауто TOLOUTOV YEVICETAL, 


I. daÓevoüvra] The constr. is 
resumed from óra» —Ad8y above. 

5. ёуєлтсату! The use of the 
3% pers. helps to support the 
notion of *Socrates being a dif- 
ferent man.' Observe, too, the 
accuracy with which not the 
wine, but the drinking of the 
wine is spoken of as the ‘active 
motion.' The dual is expressive. 
* They produce when paired.' 

тт. ovdey dÀÀo—Pyevijmopat otros 
ktm) * There is nothing 
else from which I can receive the 
same sensation. That dAdo is 
the object of alrĝavópevos seems 
required by what follows. For 
the accusative, see p. 185 : “A 
80 érépas Suvdpews alaÜávei advva~ 
rov elvas г ФА тайт’ alabéoba, 
and elsewhere. There is a stress 


on otras. For yernoopar—aiaba- 
vopevos, see а few lines below, 
Grav aigOavopevos yiyvopa, The 
words yiyverOa, аісбаубџєуоѕ, 
have become in a manner 
technical ; cf. p. 182. yev. 
alcÜ. answers to éyevvnoarny— 
aloĝavópevov above. The point 
insisted on is not the identity 
of the subject while in the same 
combination, but the difference 
which arises with every newcom- 
bination. For"AAXov mowi, (the 
Bodleian reading) cf. supr. où тд» 
avroveA. (yerrnoopa Bodl. Vat. A.) 
‘For a different object implies a 
different sensation, and makes 
him who perceives it a different 
man, i.e. I and my sensation 
become different, with every 
change in the object of sense. 


10 


But the 
same wine 
both seems 
and really 
is distaste- 
ful to me 
when ill. 
For I am 
then a dif- 


ferent man. 


I should 
never re- 
ceive the 
same im- 
ression 
m any- 
thing else. 
And it 
would 
never pro- 
duce the 
same im- 
pression 
upon an- 
other per- 
son. Nor 
could 


either sub- 
ject or ob- 
ject become 
separately 
what they 
become to- 
ther. 
become 
percipient 
some- 
thing. It 
becomes 
sweet or 
bitter or 
the like to 
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EQ. 'Avaykg дє ye épé re Twos yiyverOat, orav Р. 160. 


, , , , , , ^ ^ 
aig Üavouevos yiyvwpa’ aioÂavopevov yap, undevos дє 
, , LE A , > ~ F ^ , 
aicÜavouevov advvarov yiyverOa’ ékeivo тє Tui yi- b 
^ ^ 
5 yverOau, Grav yAvKU 3) тїкрбд> 1] TL TotoUrov уѓуутаг 
` , ^ ` / 207 , 
yÀwkv уар, wndevi дє уЛико, aüvvarov yevéo бал. 
OEAI. Ilavrdracı u£v ойу. 
E e a f 
ZO. Aetrerat бз}, орои, piv adAndAars, etr. erpen, 
5 con ‹ 
eivai eire ytyvoueda, yiyverOu, Єтєїтєр тиф» 7 
, , 4 ЕД , ^ , ^ M > ^ ^ 
о ауаукт THY ovgiav ouvdet ev, avvOet дє одер Tov 
aAwv, ovd ad uw avrois. aAAnAas 8” Actrerat 
/ ” EA 3 / , , a 
соудедєс даг. are eire Tis elvai Te дуошабе:, тил elvat 
7 TWOS % mpos TL pmréov avrQ, etre yiyverĝav avrà 


$ ep e ^ a э ы , v Ure avTO Ae , 
EE QUTOV TL 7) OV 7] yryvop.evov ov @ KTEOV C 


That which 15 ойт’ @AAOU A€yovTos тодєктєор, Ws 0 Абуоѕ ov SeAn- 


sensibly 
affects me 
is to me 
alone and 
I alone 
rceive it. 
y sensa- 
tion there- 
fore is true, 


for it is in- 20 


separable 
from my 
present 
being: and 
I am the 
judge, as 
Protagoras 
says, of 
what ia 
and is not 
to me. 


AvOapev onyaiver. 

OEAI. Па>»татао: uev ойу, © Xokpares. 

ZO. Odxodv Gre б то єнє rowdy epoi ёсті кой 
ойк GAA, €yà kal alcOdvopat аїтоў, аАЛоѕ Ò` ой; 

OEAI. [las уар ой; 

EQ. Ans apa époi 7 euù) аїсӨпсі` THs yap 
uns ovoias aei єттї. каї €yà Kpitns ката Tov Про- 
Tayopay TÖV тє бутш» ёро, @ѕ Єттї, Kal TOY ш) 
дутор, WS ойк Єттш. - 


2. ruwês] The genitive is 
caused by aleóavóuevos, but cf. 
Rep. 438 : Totadra ola elvai rov. 
Cf. also ib. 478: 9Oo£fá(ew pév, 
So£á(e«w 8 рпдё. 

6. ddivarov yevécdaı] It is im- 
possible а thing should ever be, 
&c. This is a general state- 
ment, the aor. is therefore right. 
Above, in the words ale ĝavópevov 
—yiyveoOa, the particular case 
was not lost sight of. 

12. elvai rs óvopá(e] Uses the 


term Being in reference to any 
thing. Inf р. 201: Оітооі каї 
óvouá(ev. Parm. 133: "Qv pes 
peréxovres, elvat ёкаста érovopats- 
реда. Cf. Pheed. 92: "Н oùcia 
€xovca érovvpíav тоў ô &arw. 

15. drroBexréov] йто\ектёо» Bodl. 

21. rijs yàp uns obaías dei erri] 
Seeing it is inseparable from 
my being at the particular time. 
Vid. supr. : ‘Huûv ý dvdyen Tw 
oüctav cuvdei uev, avvüei дё obderi 
rûv dÀÀov. 


р. 1бо. 


OEAITHTOZ. 


OEAI. “Еокє». 
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ZO. ds àv оду apevdns oy xoi pù) wraiwv тӯ 


d 8 , ^ ^ v A , , , , ^ 
уо. тєр. Ta OvTa 1] ytcyvoueva оок ETLOTH WY av 


LÀ * , , 
ev ovrep aidOnrns ; 


OEAI. Ордаш ӧтоѕ où. 
ХО. ПаукаЛоѕ ара cot etpmrat бт! ётигттит ойк 


у , x у е 
&ААо ті оти ў alaÓnois, Kai eig rairov соитє- 


М `_ =, xe , b ^ 
птоке, ката pev Ounpov каї 'HpakAerrov кої Trav 


\ ^ ^ چ‎ e 7 ^ \ , 
то TOLOUTOV QUAov otov peupara kweia Oa та порта, 


* ` , ^ , , 
ката дє [Ipwrayopay tov софотатоу партои ypy- 


, м , 5 ` ` 7 

щт» avOpwrov pérpov eiva, ката де Oeaíryrov 
, ы > 

rovrov ойто éxovrovw ойс брои ётисттити yiyver Oa. 

% ^ $ ГА ^ ^ ^ \ 5 Ф 

7 уар, 6 Qeairnre; фоџєу тото соу uev eivat otov 


\ , > N ^ , a ^ , 
veoyeves mraidiov, épóv дє paievpa 5 % Was A€yets ; 
OEAI. Otros dvdykn, @ Xoxpares. 
ZO. Tiro uév dn, ds ёокє, роћ Tore éyevvgjaa- 


3. 4] ‘ Or rather.’ Cf. Arist. 
Eth. N. IIL. 1, § 3 : 6 mpárrov ў 
ó пасҳоу. 

IO. Протаубрау тду codórarov] 
Prot. 309 : Хофотатф pêv oiv 85- 
mov Tav ye viv, ei то бокеї софф- 
raros elva Протаубраѕ. Perhaps 
Plato is ironically preparing the 
way for what follows, p. 161, 2. 

12. aioOnow ётиттїнтө yiyveo dat] 
The doctrine * Sense is know- 
ledge, is the meeting point of 
the two theories *Man is the 
measure, and 'All is motion.' 
The several topics are recapitu- 
lated in the reverse order. SoAr. 
Eth. N. I. 2 : Пері pêv dkpoaro kal 
was arodexréov kal ті трот:бєреба. 

16. Tovro рё» шах ттотё éyevvi- 
сарех) Our theory is now com- 
plete. (т) First the hypothesis 
was ventured, Sensation isknow- 
ledge. (2) This was at once 
identified with the axiom of 
Protagoras. The man the mea- 


sure of what is: and their com- 
mon meaning was brought home 
to us by the analysis of a familiar 
example. (3) The mystery was 
revealed which lay beneath this 
saying, which had been reserved 
for certain ‘disciples of Prota- 
goras, the Heraclitean theory 
of the universe that * All is mo- 
tion ;’ in which all philosophers 
save Parmenides concur : which 
is witnessed to by poetry ; and 
confirmed by the observation of 
nature. (4) This theory of being 
was then applied to the pheno- 
mena of sense ; by which means 
the contradictions of common 
language were removed ; and 
(5) in meeting the formidable 
objection drawn from what are 
commonly called false impres- 
sions, the doctrine was still fur- 
ther developed, and shown to 
be universally applicable. 

At each step it has grown in 

K 


Surely 
what I thus 
perceive I 
may be 
said to 
know. 


5 Theetetus 
then was 
right. Sen- 
sation is 
knowledge. 
And in 
this prin- 
ciple the 
doctrines 

35 of Heracli- 
tus and 
Protagoras 


meet. 


15 Ta. First 
criticism 


the doctrine 
of sense. 
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v , ^ , y ^ M ` , 
pev, 0 Tt 0) TOTE Kal TUYXAVEL OV. uera д Tov ToKov p. 160. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


rà апф:дроша «йтой ws aAnOds év kUkÀo mepiðpe- 


xréov TH Ayo, TKoToUpEvous uù) Маб Huds ойк 


4 ^ ‘ , > ә ar 

або» ov трофт< то yryvopevoy, aAAG avepuaiov re p. 161. 
^ ` ` , e^ , ^ , 

Kai Yre0Oos. 7) ov oiei парто дєіу то ye aov rpé$ew 


n 


^ ^ , + a ^ э У 3 , е ^ 
kai ит) amorievar; 7 kai dvéer éAeyxopevov орф», 


^ , ^ f 
kai ov сфодра xaAeraveis, édv is ool фу 7 pororo- 


^ ^ 
коо aro vpaipy ; 


OEO. 'Avé£erat, © Zókpares, Өєоітттоѕ` ovas 


10 
ёе ; 
EQ. duoAoyos у є 


distinctness, and boldness, and 
apparent certainty. At first 
only warmth, colour, and the 
like were spoken of ; gradually 
our eyes were opened to the 
relativeness of size and number. 
By and by it was assumed that 
the term atc@ois includes plea- 
sure, pain, hope, fear, &c. Then 
we are quietly asked to concede 
that things good and beautiful 
have only a relative existence. 
And, being now fairly at the 
mercy of the argument, we can- 
not resist the admission that the 
illusions of dreams and madness 
are as real as our waking and 
sane impressions. They are 
real to us at the time when we 
experience them ; which is all 
the reality any thing is per- 
mitted to claim. 

2. rà арфідрбша ато?) Cogn. 
асс. in somewhat vague connec- 
tion with what follows : like ràv 
ко\офёҝа, вирт. p. 153. Schol.: 
‘Hpépa méumT, Tois {3рёфєт ёк 
yevéaeos ойто к\лбеїта тар rov 
ё тайту кадаіроус: rûs xeipas al 
соуефафуарєро Ts patdoews, kai 
rò Врефо тері rv ёстіау pépovor 
Tpéyovcat KUKA@, каї roðvopa ті- 


yap дискоћоѕ. aAAa троѕ Ücv eime, ў ad ovx ойтоѕ 


arexvas Kal XpraTós, ® 
Qevra rovro, Sapa тє méuraver TO 
тадіф, os Єтї rAeîorov modvrodas 
kai onrias, of re idoe kal olkeiot 
каї drA\ûs of mpoonxovres. 

ё KuKd@ mepibpexréoy] * All 
round ; i.e. leaving out no 
point of view. There is an 
allusion to the etymology of 
ёрфадр., as the words as dAnOas 
indicate. 

3. Tê Абуф] In our argument. 

4. Td yeyvópevov) In this and 
in some other cases where the 
reading has been questioned, 
the present or imperfect tense 
really gives additional vivid- 
ness. ‘That which is now born 
to us.’ 

7. tts со?) Bodl. p. m. ricrov? 

то. yàp dvcKohos] P. 145: Me- 
rà mdons mpadrytos. p. 155: Où 
8vooAatvovres к.т.\. 

12. Prdoddyos y el drexvds kai 
xpnorés, & Ө.] Phedr. 235: ФА- 
raros el kai ws ddnOas xpuoois, Ф 
Фаїдрє. Tb. 264. xprarós el,óri к.т.А. 

ФАо\буоѕ) ‘You are truly 
& patient inquirer and an in- 
genuous person, Theodorus, if 
you take me for a sack full of 
different theories ; and expect 
me without any difficulty to 
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5 

р. 161. Өєодорє, Ori pe ote, Aoywy Twa elvau ÜvAakov Kai 
е , > , > ^ € , з v е ^ 2 ` 
padiws é&eAovra épetv às ойк ad exet ойто ravra" то 

~^ ^ 1 > , 
b Sê ycyvópevov ойк évvoeis, бт. ovdels TAY Aóycv ёєр- 

э 5 ^5 $54 ^ ^» M 

Xera rap’ Єдой аА№ del mapa ToU epot просд:аЛєуо- 

, , M » ^ » , , ^ + 
pévov, €yo de ovôev eriotrapat mÀéov тАи Враҳєоѕ, 
^ ^ , 
dcov Aoóyov map érépov goQoU Aafiv kal атодё- 


tn 


, 
{ообо perpios. 
Goual, OU TL айтду єітєі. 


^ ^ ^ ^ , 
kal viv тойто mapa ToUDe пера- 


GEO. Eù xadAwov, 8 Zokpares, A€yers’ kal molet 


т 
OUTOS. 


ZQ. Oleh’ oiv, à Өєодорє, 0 Oavpatw тод éraipov 


cov Протауороо ; 
OEO. To zotov ; 


EQ. Та pêv &AAa pot таро rÓ€cs eiprkev, ws TO 1 Why 
докоду ёкастф тойто kal ёстг Tiv $ apxnv Tod15 Protagoras 
Aóyov тєбайиака, ûrt ойк elmev apxopevos THs aAn- piz ога 
Ocias Ort партои xpnp&rov uérpov éariv bs 1) kvvo- Feci 


pull out the refutation of what 
has been now stated. But you 
do not perceive what is really 
taking place.’ 

5. eyo 82 oily] * But I have 
no advantage in wisdom be- 
yond this simple skill, to re- 
ceive a theory from some wise 
person, and admit it on fair 
conditions.’ 

7. petpios] In a spirit of fair- 
ness. P.179: Merpíos dpa прдѕ 
тд» d8. elpnoerat. 

тара тойде) Viz. Thestetus. 
Or is Protagoras meant 1 

11. ê даџџаќо) A courteous way 
of expressing strong dissent. 
Prot. 329 : Erep dw rq avOpa- 
тоу meBoiuny dy, kai coi ттєїбо- 
pa’ û 8 ёдаўраса соў Aéyovros — . 
Gorg. 458 : “Axove 89, à T'opyía, 
û Oavuá(e év rois Xeyopévos ind 
cov. No fault is found with 


the arguments of Protagoras, 
only if we follow his doctrine 
to its results, all creatures that 
have sense must be equally in- 
fallible. Hence there can be no 
teaching and no discussion. 

14. Та — Ла — «руке, os} 
Cf. supr. p. 153: "Ет. oiv cot 
Aéyo—yaXjrvas,—ór« x. T. À. 

16. rîs dAndeias] The title 
of Protagoras’ work. It is of- 
ten covertly alluded to in this 
and other dialogues. The most 
pointed instance is in Cratyl. 
391: El Thy pêy д\йбега» т» Ipo- 
Tayópov ойк атодёхоши, rà 8 тї 
тоту dAnbeig pnÜévra буатфт» 
ûs rov dia. 

17. čs) The type of stupidity. 
Lach. 196 : Kara rjv тароциа» 
офк й» тата bs yvoin. 

xuvoxeparos] Something more 
remote even than the Mvcóv 
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sure of KépaAos ù TL GAAO атототєрои THY éxóvrov aia6n- p. 161. 
ri. * gu, iva peyadomperds koi паро катафроуттік®ѕ 
deus d npkaro nuiv Aéyew, évOewvipevos or. тє uev avrov 
that have Фотєр бєй» COavpatouer єтї софіа, 6 8 дра érvy- 
and de. 8 Xaver &v eis Ppovnow ойде BeAríov Ватраҳоо yupi- d 
php vov, uù От: GÀAov Tov avOpwrwv. ў Tas Aéycopev, 
MR û Өєодорє ; el yap бт) каст аА єтто б àv дг 
NA ir aicOnoews доёаб kal unre TO dAXov табо< dAAos 
that it cuts  BéAriov Siaxpivel, phre Tv Sokav корибтєроѕ ёстол 
of dialectic ro ézrigévyagÜat érepos тти érépov, 6pOn 1) Wevdns, GAN 
discussion. Ô qroAAakis eiprrat, avTos Ta avTOD ёкастоѕ povos 


доЁасе, тадта бє парта орда Kai añn, ті dy more, 
à єтаїрє, Протаудраѕ pêv codes, dore kal aAAwv 
д:даскаћоѕ aktotoba Sixaiws uera ueyáAov paar, e 
15 pels бє арабёстєроі тє kai hournréov huv qv тар 
ékeivov, péTp@ бут! avrQ ёкастф THS aro софіаѕ ; 
Taira Tas py Paper Snuovpevoy réyew rov Прота- 
yopav ; то дё On éuov тє kal THs euns Téxvns Tis 
MaLevTiKhs oiy, rov yéAwra opAwKavouev’ olua 


As we 


ёсҳатоѕ, infr. р. 209. 
might say, Why not the Afri- 
can apes ? 

2. тауу xarappovnrıxûs] * Show- 
ing a magnificent contempt for 
our opinion of him.’ 
` 3. ўрёато] The use of the aor. 
ind. with fva, ros &c., as with 
«i, though not frequent, is well- 
known. Euthyd. 304: Kal uj», 
en, и y fv акодсш. Ti ё; 
jv 8 éyó. "Iva fkoveas dvdpav ia- 
Aeyouevay, of viv тоффтато{ elow, 
Æsch. Prom. 749 : "Oros méóo 
сктфаса rûv mávrev móvov дт\- 
Adyny &c. 

6. Aéyopev] Aéyopev, Bodl. Ven. 
П. AMyepev, Vat. 

13. Gore каї Aor фбаткаХо<] 
The negative form of the same 


saying, viz., ‘ Ойк elva dvrMéyew,' 
is in like manner turned against 
itself, Euthyd. 287: El yàp pi 
dpaprdvopey pyre mpárrovres pyre 
Aéyovres phre Stavoovpevos, Üpeis, 
Ф mpós Aids, ef ойто xet, rivos i- 
Sdoxador ўкетє ; 

15. ду) Viz. In his life-time. 

17. ravra] So the Bodleian 
with the greater number of 
MSS. С. Е. Hermann quotes 
its authority for xai raûra, the 
reading formerly received ; 
judging, probably, from the si- 
lence of Gaisford. 

19. ola: 8 каї £vuráca) Locke, 
Hum. Und. 13, $ 88: But if it 
should so happen that two 
thinking men have different 
ideas, I do not see how they 
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дё кай ёџртаса 1 той OuxAéyeaÜat mpaypareia. то 


p. 162. yap érıokorelv кой eAéyxew Tas GAA Amv havTacias 


тє kai Sofas, орбаѕ єкастоо ovoas, oU pakpa pêv kai 
OuoAvyios hAvapia, e adnOns 7) @АХтбегө. Протауороо, 
&ÀA& pn raifovca Єк той avrov THs BUBAou Epdey- 


Earo ; 


could argue or discourse with 
one another. 

I. ў той Öua\éyeoda mpaypa- 
reta] Ar. Met. T, 4, 1006 : Tò yap 
р) & тї onpaivew oùĝèv onpaivew 
ёст\», uj) страшбитоу дё rûv dvo- 
párov дуђртта то даХёуетба‹ трдѕ 
GAAnAovs, xarà 8 тї» а\удеау xal 
трд abróv' obbév yàp évdéxerat voeiv 
pi) voowvra &v. Euthyd. 286 : Tod- 
TÓv ye тӧу Adyov тоА\ф» 87 xai 
ToÀÀáxis axnxods dei Óavpá(o. 
kal yàp of арфі IIperayópav adó- 
дра éxpavro айтф xai ol én ra- 
Aairepov epot 8€ dei Üavpaarós 
tis бокєї elvas kal тойу re dAÀovs 
dvarpémew xai aùròs abróv. oluat 
8ê aùroù thy ё\№дєау тарй coU 
Kora revcecda. Mo т f 
evê] Aéyew ойк ёот: ; тойто yàp 
divara ó Adyos. Gorg. 481: El 
py т: hy Tois dvOpmmas табо, rois 
pêv Aio rı, rois 8 dddo' ry, тд 
avró, dÀÀá ris "pv (Mv тї ёта- 
axe mdBos jj ol dAdo, ovx ду 7v 
райо» évdeiacda rà érép rò 
éavrov máÜnua. 

3. papà pêv xai diwdvyios ] 
* Great, nay enormous.’ pêv 
points forwards to the alterna- 
tive implied in dÀAà ш) raifovea 
к.т.А. ‘But then perhaps he 
was in jest. AwaAvyws, Sch. : 
MeyaAn, 5 émi moù Bufjkovca. 
dvri rod mepiBénros—onpaliver 8 
fof Gre kai rd oxorewov xai тд 
vurrepwdv. The meaning, ‘loud’ 
(if it really existed, but it is 
perhaps due to a fanciful deri- 
vation from AoA») must have 


been derived from the meaning 
‘long.’ Cf. Maxpóv diré, pov) 
obpavou5kns. The idea of vast 
size, or length, may again have 
arisen from the idea of gloom. 
If so, the word is possibly re- 
lated to оул, Аул. Compare 
pag, póg ттптт mrócco, фес. 
‘Vast in extent, is the only 
meaning admissible here, and 
in de Legg. 890: Ti ё ob 
xarerd re dori ÉvvakoAovÓeiv 
Adyors otros els mnn Xeyóneva, 
ркт Te ad кёктта Ө®шә\бүца. 
This, too, is the meaning in 
which it is used by the Neo- 
platonists. For the climax, 
compare p. 156 : ZxÀgpoós re— 
kai dytirumous. Р. 174: Xjuxpà 
xal ойде. Rep. 449: Méya xai 
Gov. 

5. €k той advrov ris BuProv] 
‘If the Truth of Protagoras is 
sincere, and was not laughing 
when she uttered this from be- 
hind her impenetrable screen 
of written words.’ There is an 
allusion to the etymology of 
äðvrovð — (SugXov, Bodl. : xvxhov, 
Vat. et pr. Ven. П.) 

Cf. the celebrated passage in 
the Phedrus, about written 
teaching, without dialectic, 27 5 : 
Ae«vóv ydp mov Ф Фаідре, ror 
exes урафт, kai ws dAnOds porov 
{orypapia’ kal yàp rà ékelygs ёк- 
yova ёстпке pêv ws (evra, éà» 9' 
dvépn tt, vepvas паро схуд к.т. А. 
For the imagery which ів here 
resumed, see above, р. 152 : Tov- 
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OEO. 'Q Xóxpares, фіЛоѕ ауур, ботєр ov viv р. 162. 


MAATQNOZ 


67) eles. ovk àv ойу дєбаіити д éuoU ороћоуо?итоѕ 


edéyxecOa IHporayopav, 


ovd a) coi mapa Oofav 


` 3 , n , 
dvrırelvety. Tov оди Өєотттоу тайм» AaBê парто 


^ ^ , е , 
s kai уйу On par’ éuueAGs сог ehaivero vmrakovew. 


, > 3 
EQ. * Apa кй» eis Aaxedaipova eAOdv, à Өєодоре, 
mpos tas madaiorpas або; av adAovs Üeopevos b 
yupvous, évíovs Pavrovs, avrüs wn avremBevivat то 


5 , 
єідоѕ паратодооџєроѕ ; 


10 


> ГА ^ , 
emirpepew kai тєїтєстбол 


ro ўрі» pêv jv(£aro rà то\Аф Tvp- 
erg, rois 82 pabyrais ё droppyre 
T)» dAjBeiay Erheye. Р. 156 : Tov 
4Албна» droxexpuppéerny.— ph Tis 
TG» duv]rev ётако0р.—Фу Шә 
go rà pvoTHpia Aéyew.—-obros ó 
pos. At first Protagoras him- 
self spoke in riddles—now his 
‘Truth’ is personified, and speaks 
obscurely from her hidden 
shrine. Plato often thus follows 
up a metaphor. Compare the 
well-known image of the wave, 
Rep. 441 : Tatra pêv pdyts duave- 
vevxapev. 453: "Av ré mis els Ko- 
AvpSnOpay шкра» éuréoy dv тє els 
péywrrov médayos pécov, Suws ye 
vei ойдёу ђттоу. 457 : “Ev беттер 
кўра oper diadhevyew Sore pù 
катакћос@ђриш. 472: Td uéywrrov 
THs Tpxuplas. 473: "Остер кўра 
éxyeX@v karakÀvaew. 

I. отер c) viv 8) eres] P. 
161 : Тоў éraípov cov IIperayópov. 

3. тара óav) Rep. 346 : Kai 
Ф paxdpre, р) тарӣ д6 ау dmokpívov, 
{>а тї kal mepaivwper. 

4. Távros kal] See above, р. 
143. n. 

5. €upedas—trrax.] Cf. Soph. 
217 : Ilárres yàp traxovaorrai соі 


OEO. 'AAAà ri ит» Ookeis, єїтєр uéAAotv pot 


; GoTep viv oium vpas 


тра. Rep. 474: Glaucon says, 
'AMM rol сє ob продфсо, GAN’ 
дроу ols ðúvapaı, dvvapa дё eù- 
voía re каї тё mapaxedeverOa, xai 
laws йу dAXov rov éuueMéaTepóv ao 
arroxpwoluny, 

6. "Apa кй» eis Aaxedaipova] It 
appears from this, and p. 169, 
that the Lacedzemonians used to 
compel bystanders to join in 
their gymnastic exercises. ("EA- 
Kew прдӧѕ TÒ yupydowoy.-—dmiévat ў 
drobierOu xedevovow.) This is 
probably the point of the allu- 
sion here, There is no reason 
to suppose that the human form 
was less visible in an Athenian 
than in a Lacedemonian palæ- 
stra. Thelaw of Solon observed 
in severertimes at Athens, which 
forbade adults to enter a gym- 
nasium where boys were exercis- 
ing, perhaps throws some light 
on this Spartan custom. (ZEsch. 
c. Tim. p. 38.) 

8. vious daóAovs] Socrates 
courteously implies his own in- 
feriority. 

9. таратодобрерох) ‘Stripping 
beside them,' i. e. to compare 
with them. 
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6 , 8-73 \ эл 6 ^ @ ` \ EAK ` ` 
p. 102. єсє EME pev «av VeaTUal KAL рт) єлкє» троў TO 


yvpváciv oxAnpov 705 дета, TQ де bn уєютёрф тє 


kai Фуротро дит: тростаћаієи. 
ХО. 'AAX & ойтоѕ, © Өєодөрє, coi Pidov, old’ 
рої €xÜpov, pasiv oi тароциоќоиєро:. madw ёт) ov 5 According 


` ` , 
сеті rov софоу Oeairnrov iréov. 


Aéye 05, © Ocal- 


^ ` è ~ Ё s э 
TNTE, пр@тоу pev a viv SindAPoper, ара ov cvvOav- 
+ , , , Ld > , ` , 
pages el eEaidvns obras avahavnoe pndev ҳєірои 
> / Н ^ 2 + ы ` ^ a / 
eis copiav órovoUv avOparwy 7 kai edv; ў frrov 


y ^ , , > ` A , Д , 
re oie. TO I Iporayopetov иётроь eis Өеой< 7 eis avOpa- 


mous Aéyea Da. ; 


OEAI. Ma Af ойк ёуоує. kal ómep ye éporás, 


таро Oavpate. тика yàp дїйнєў ov rpomov Aéyoiev 


` ^ tf? ^ 5 a ^ , 
то бокой» єкастф TovTo kal eiva TQ докодиті, r&vv 


^ + 
dpo: єй édaívero Муєсдош’ viv дё roùvavriov taxa 


LA 
METATETTT@KEV. 


ZO. Néos yàp el, à Hire maî тӯѕ оду Snunyopias 


> , e , ^ / * ^ ^ 2 ^ 
o&€ws Vmakoves кой тєбє. mpos yàp rara épei 


Протаудраѕ 1] Tis Ados mèp avrov, © yevvaios 


2. ск\лрду| ‘Stiff, opposed to 
byporépo, ‘ more supple. Symp. 
196 : 'Yypàe rà elos (ó fpos) 
ob yàp àv ols т' jv ттйуту тєрїттїт- 
сєсбш el oxAnpds jv. Cf. 
Rep. 410, where ex^. is meta- 
phorically applied to character : 
'Aypiórgrós тє xal axXpórnros xai 
аў padaxias re kal uepórgros. See 
too Hor. Od. IV. 1: Desine— 
flectere mollibus jam durum im- 
periis. 

3. mpoorradaiew] Sc. тє. 

6. aopér] Qui scientiam аї- 
oGnow esse ponendo repente s8- 
piens evasit. Heind. 

7.cvvOavp. | Cf. supr. ê &avuáto. 

10. els беоб] Contrast with 
this de Legg. 716 : ‘O 8} бедғ 
lw mávrov xpnpárev pérpov àv 
ein pára, kai noù paddov ў 





той tis &s фасон» dvÜperos. 

15. robvarríov] viz., ойк e þa- 
vópevov \éyeoðaı. This word is 
not the subject of neramérmroxe, 
but in apposition with the sub- 
ject, forming part of the predi- 
cate. Nunc autem res subito 
in contrarium vertit. Ut Me- 
non, p. 70 C. ’EvOdd_ 8é—rd vav- 
riov тєрќстке. Heind. 

taxa] So the Bodleian MS. 
with Vat. Ven. II. 

17. Néos yap ef] Parm. 130: 
Néos yap el ёта, фари тд» Hapyevi- 
дри, à Xókpares, kal ойто тоу dv- 
reAprra pAocopia as ёт: dvri- 
Мүўєта. 

тїз—тштуор{а$ дёёшю tmaxovers 
каї reid] ‘ Your ear is quickly 
caught, and your mind influ- 
enced, by popular arguments.’ 


to this 
theory, 
Theetetus 
is as wise 
as any God. 
The confi- 
dence of 
the youth 
is shaken 


10 by these 


objections, 
but they 
are dis- 
missed by 
Socrates, 
who points 
out that 
argument 
should be 
met with 
argument 
and not 
with 
ridicule. 


en 
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maidés тє kai yépovres, Snunyopeire LvyxabeCouergi, р. 162. 


IIAATONOX 


, , ^ , м a ` м ^ 
Ocovs TE єў TO џєсоу AYOVTES, OUS EYW єк TE TOU 


, ^ ^ , ^ э ^ е < Ф e 
Aéyew Kai той ypadhew тєрї avrOv, ws eigiv ?) ege 


, | ЖЕ, > ^ ^ a . А » , 
OUK «ош, e£aipà, kal & oi тоААої àv атобёхошто 


» , , ^ е А ` M , 
axovovtes, A€yere ra)ra, ws Sevov el илуде досе. 


, , A ^ 3 Ж , e 
eis codiav éxaaros Tov avOpwrwv Восктратоѕ oTov- 


^ ^ , € ^ 
ody’ amodeéw бе kai avayxny ovd TvrwoÜv Aéyere, 


I. Snpryopeire] ‘You talk 
clap-trap.' 

2. &yovres] Hipp. Maj. 298 : 
Myv тӧ rûv vóuov els nécov ma- 
páyovres, Pheedr. 267: Tov & 
—Etnvoy els pécov ойк &yopev. 

The Bodl. MS. with its two 
followers, Vat. and Ven. IL, 
gives Aéyovres. But the tend- 
ency to the repetition of 
consonants, already noticed, 
weakens its testimony in 
this instance with Aéyew and 
Aéyere following. Compare, 
besides the instances adduced 
in the note on p. 156, p. 160: 
Or’ айтф dexréov, or’ Хоу Mé- 
yovros йтодектёоу, Bodl. Vat. dro- 
Aexréov, p. 169. — dvriMéyo, а 
dye, Bodl. Vat. Ven. П. dvr. 
аа Aéye. As regards the sense 
there would be a slight awk- 
wardness in the repetition of 
the same common word, which 
du in Plato's manner to avoid, 

ough, on the other hand, the 
expression ёк тє той Aéyew каї 
ToU ypájev, is made more 
pointed at first sight. But the 
general sense with бтштүуореїтє 
is enough to occasion this, 
without the introduction of Aé- 
yorres. And if we look closely 
at the expression és тд pécov 
Aéyew Geovs, it is hardly sup- 
ported by comparing Herod. 
VI.129: "Epw elxov арфі povowg 
kal TQ Aeyouévp ès tÒ рќсоу ; 


de Legg. 817: (the poets are 
addressed) My ё) 86 тте pâs — 
—émerpéyrew ©нас Onuryopeiv——— 
трі» «piva tas dpxàs «те prrà kai 
ёттїбеєа memoujkare. Méyew eis тд 
pécov etre un. HereAMéyew els тб pé- 
govis notequivalent to dnpunyopeiv, 
but means rather to ‘recite in 
public.’ Cf. ib. 664: Els тд pérov 
dodpevos. The passages already 
quoted show that dyew els rò pé- 
gov, meaning ‘to adduce in il- 
lustration or argument,’ is quite 
Platonic. See also Phil. 57: О$ 
& fvexa тайта mponveykápeÜa els 
тд рёсоу. There is a slight ex- 
pression of violence in eods— 
&yovres which suits the context 
well. 

obs éyó] Here, as p. 152, 
Protagoras' opinion is quoted in 
his own words. Diog. Laert. 
IX: Пері bev ойк exo cidevar, 
oU as elaiv el ós ойк «сіу. то\- 
Ad yàp rà keAvovra eldévat, ў тє 
GdnAdrns, kai Bpaxis dv ó Bios б 
ToU а>ёрфтоу. 

4. apa] Rep. 492: Oeo» 
pévrot karû rjv rapouiay éfaipá- 
pev Aóyov. 

7. &тбдеф д4 kal dvéykny] In 
dealing with & metaphysical 
theory it is not enough to have 
shown its inconsistency with 
common sense. It must be met 
upon its own ground, and the 
truth which it contains, as well 
as the sources of falsehood, 


p. 162. 


p. 163. 
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> ^ ^ S. ^ Е Ф , ' 7 , + 
алла TQ єїкотї xpraOe d el єдєЛо Өєодороѕ 1 
arr д T Ó iv, d, 

os TIS TOY уєорєтрёи xpapevos yeoperpev, ados 

э м à ^ , 
oS évòs шороо àv etj. скотєітє ойи av тє kai Oeo- 
Swpos «i атодёёєсбє mBavodoyias тє кої eikoct mepi 
, , , 

Tourwy Aeyouévovg Aoyovs. 


OEAL 'AAX ov Sikaıov, © Xokpares, oUre oU 


a e ^ ^ 
ойтє av nueis paipev. 


м M е . ` 
EQ. "AAAg 87 akemréov, ds Єшкєр, ds 0 TE GOS 


каї 6 Qeodapou Aoyos. 


OEAI. Па u£v ody аААр. 
EQ. Тӯде 07 okomápev, ci ара єттї émiory)ux тє 


^ » > \ EJ Y , ^ ^r, 
«ai aigÓngis TavTOv 3) єтєроу. eig уар тобто TOV 


^ € , t ^ v ^ , , ^ * 
mas о Лоуоѕ nul érewe, kai TOUTOU ҳари та поћЛа 


LÀ ^ , , 
kal aroma тофта exwnoapev. ov yap ; 


OEAI. Ilavr&zaot pév ойу. 


b 


clearly distinguished. This, and 
not merely, as the Scholiast 
says, that he may draw out 
Theetetus further, is Socrates’ 
motive in relinquishing the 
ground he has just taken. 

3. о08 évòs pdvov}] Sch. ек rîs 
tay kvBevóvrov cvrnbeias Nae тд 
obdevds pdvou, Grav ёкєї réoy év TO 
тає êv тд ёМахитто». 

* Not worth an ace. Or, if, 
as Stallbaum conjectures, the 
phrase originated in the line of 
Homer, П. VIII. 234, Ni» & 
oid’ évòs аёо! «реу "Ектороѕ, * No 
better than a single man,’ where- 
as he is now érépov то\Аф» dvrá- 
&os. Cf. Polit. 297 : Tov érépov 
Tro\AGv avragiov larpóv. See above, 
P.144 : “Aftos yàp — yewperpias 
évexa, and below, p. 167: '0 
тофиттту$—@{ио$ now xpruárav 
rois madevbeiow. 

4. тибауоХоуйи re Kai eixdar] 


EQ. °Н оф» ópoAoygsouev, à TG орӣ» aloÜavo- 


The Bodleian reading in the 
ancient hand. Cf. Ar. Eth. N. 
I. 2: Ilapar\jctov yap paiverar 
раёпратікой тє т:бароћоуоўитоѕ 
arobexer Oar kai рпторой атодєі- 
бех amacreiv. 

5. rovrov] Several MSS. have 
тућкойтоу. 

8. б re ods xai] Theret. has an- 
swered for both. See above, 
ov тє Kai Өєод. 

14. ёкилтане›] Rep. 450 : "0- 
cov Adyov таму, Gomep e£ apyis, 
kiveire тєрї rijs тоћтеіаѕ ! 

16.] The argument is in 
brief the following: ‘If sen- 
sation is knowledge, we can 
know and not know the same 
thing ; since (1.) we have per- 
fect sensible perception of things 
we do not know thoroughly; and 
(2.) we remember (i. e. know) 
things which we do not sensibly 
perceive.” 


L 


to 


a. The doc- 
trine is 
therefore 
examined 
in the 
shape in 
which it 
first ap- 

15 peared ; 
viz. Sense 
is know- 
ledge. 

If to see 
and hear is 
to know, 
when a 


person 


hears a 
strange 
language, 


or sees cha- 


racters 
which he 
has never 
learnt, 
does he 
know or 
not know 
what is 
said and 
written ? 


Allowing 


this to pass, 
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à a a 5 
pueda 7 тф axovew, тарта Taira Gua кой єтїттас@а!; p. 163. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


e ^ , ` ^ ` ` А 
oiov TOv BapBapwv трі» pabeiv тди Фори morepov 


» , > , е , a » , 
ov фпсоџєу axovew, orav фӨєуушутол, Ñ} акойе тє 


No» f, ^ / ^ $ , ` 
kai єтістасдоши а Aéyovgi; kai ad ypauuara um 


, , , > » 4 + > cia ^ 
s emtoTapevor GAérovres eig avra TOTEPOY ovx opàv, N 


eríaracÓa, єїтєр opaper, Stioyvpiovpeda ; 


ӨЕАІ. Арто ye © Хфкратєѕ, roUro avTOv, бтєр 


е ^ > , ГА ^ 
OpOuév тє каї akovopev, ётістасбог pooper’ Tv 


4 ^ x ^ ` ^ ^ 
pêv yàp TO сҳђиа Kal TO xpdpa Opàv тє kal emi- 


^ ^ ^ ЕД , ^ , , , 
ıo стасдси, TOV де тту ofryra kai Вариттта akovew 


ү ^ "^ e» \ Gd ` ^ 
тє ара каї eidevar’ а дє ol тє ypauuartoTat тєрї 


a ^ Se ef ^ , м , z 
avTOv kai oi épumvels д:даскооси, ovre aig aveo Oat 


^ €t ^ A > , у э , 
TQ ораи 1) akovetv ovre eria Tao Oat. 


5 
EQ. "Арота у, © Ocaíryre, кай ovk dov cor 


is 7 pos Taira auo тоа, tva ka avéavy. adX бра 


^ , Li ^ ^ 
67 kal rode GAO просо, кой comet т} avro бию- 


Topeha. 


15. fva kat avédvy] * That I may 
leave you room to grow,’ * That 
I may not be always stunting 
and stopping you.' Lys. 206: 
OL Karol, éreddv tis abrovs émawij 
kai аё. Phædr. 246: Toros 
8) rpéderal те kai abferac шата 
ye тд rîs Yuxîs mrépopa. Rep. 
р. 497: 'Ev yàp mpoonxovon aù- 
rés re paddov avénoera. The ex- 
pression in Aristoph. Vesp. 638, 
Hi£avóugv dkovev, though more 
humorous, also affords an illus- 
tration. 

We may naturally ask what 
objection Socrates would have 
raised, had he not feared to 
check Theztetus’ growing in- 
telligence. This may perhaps 
be gathered from below, where 
he ventures to puzzle him a 
little further, p. 166 : “lows у 


Ф Oavpáci rhein дь rotaUr' ёта- 


es x.r.à. Socrates might have 
asked, Does every опе who 
sees the forms and colours, or 
who hears the sounds, possess 
the sciences of them ((wypagixn, 
povon, p. 145)? Could he give 
an account е. g. of the dfvrns 
and Bapirns of what he hears! 
Cf. Rep. 524 : Méya рў» kai dys 
xdi opixpdv éópa dÀX' ob xeyo- 
ptopevov аа ovykexupévoy ті. 
Not even the objects of sense 
are known by sense, but by a 
higher faculty. 

16. тбдє ûAAo mpocióv, к. т.\.] 
The implied metaphor is pro- 
bably that of the wave. 1t is 
continued below, p. 161: Adyos 
8 pás—éx Adyou ресор é$ Adrro- 
vos xarakapPave : and is slightly 
varied, p. 177: IIAeio del émippé- 
ovra karaxóce piv róv ёё apxns 


Aóyov. 


о 


p- 163. 
d 


е 


р. 164. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 75 
ӨЕАІ. To rotov dy ; 


EQ. То rowvde єї т< épotro, ара Óvvaróv, Grov Сап1 Ы 
, ^ ignoran 0 
TIS EMLOTH MY YEVOLTO TOTE, ETL EXOVTA ширити aro what re 
, ^ > member 
TovTov кой owComevov, TOTE OTE иёшлүтсл uù) èri- 
стасдш ойто roro Ò pépvnTai. paxpodroya@ 06, ws 5 
м , > / » А , 
єогкє, BovAopevos epéaÜat, єі uaÜov Tis тї pep- 
pevos uù older. 
^ a 

OEAI. Ка ras, û Zókpares; répas yap av єй] Surely not. 
0 A€yets. 

EQ. My oiv ёу® Anp® ; скотє: д6. dpa то OpQv 1o And yet, 

ЕД > , , ^ * у м 

ovk aia Üavea дог Аєуєіѕ kal THY Ow aia85ow ; 

ӨЕАІ. “Еуоує. 

ХО. Ovxoüv ó iÓow ті Єтитттиоу éketvov yéyovev 
^ 5 \ \ у , 
0 єідє ката TOv apTt Aoyov ; 

ӨЕАІ. Nai. 15 

ZO. Ti де; штити ov Аёує< pévrot ті; 

ӨЕАТ. Nai. 

EQ. Ilórepov ovdevos 7) twos ; 

OEAI. Twos à vov. 


EQ. Oùkoðv dv pale kai dv ўобєто, rotouravi зо 


TWO ; 
OEAI Ti ш}; 
EQ. *O by єїбє т, решта! mov viore ; kirpik 
4 d 
OEAI. Méuvyrai. de 


EQ. "H каї pias ; % тодто paras éreAaDero ; 25 what I 
‚ " ۶ X ote А ауе вееп, 
OEAI. "АЛАа део, û Хобкратє, тото ye фаро. 
ZO. Aci ye дёуто, ei сосоцеу Tov mpoaÓe Ауо” 
el Sê ил}, otxeraa. 
8. Тера yàp à» eln ô Aéyas] äv, oat, fv. Рей. тот. alib. 
That is a monstrous supposi- 16. Ti 8¢;] So Bodl. p. m. Vat. 
tion. Parm. 129: El pév yàp aù- Ven. П. It seems more appro- 
rà rà Spod ris. drépavey ávóuoia priate in argument than ri dai, 
yoyvóueva ў rà dvópora броа, répas the common reading. 
L2 
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ӨЕАІ. Kai éyo, и) riv Aa, Uromrevo, où pay p. 164. 
ikavàs ye avvvoà* аА№ emè тү. 
ZO. Tgóe 0 де opadv émw riv, apév, rovrov 
yéyovev obmep ópw' dis yap кай airos кої ёті- 
sOTHUN TAVTOY MmoAoynrat. 
OEAI. Па ye. 


^ ` Ф 

tm ZO. ‘O 8é ye opav каї emiaripwv yeyovws oU 
, ^ , , ^ M , ki + 

donot see ёра, єй» MUON, pépvNTaL MeV, ovx ора дє avro' ?) yap; 


x ӨЕАІ. Nai. 


` , ^ , > м 
с ХО. То бё ye ойу 0рӣ ойк єтістато! ќоти, eirep b 
L e. If to ^ ` е a э , 
, kal то Opa єтістатои. 
see із to і 


know, ӨЕАТ. "АА. 
ZO. SupBaiver ара, оў tis émictnuwv €yévero, Єт 


mem — uenvguévov avrov u) ériocracdau, ereb) ойу Opa’ © 
do not / м a 5 , , 
kon eu, тера Єфаџєи àv eivat ei yCyvotro. 

ӨЕАІ. ’AAnbeorara Aéyes. 

ZO. Tóv advvarov dn т: Évufaivev aiveras, 
But this a 4 7 iat ITO n ei 
wena TE GOP ш aigÓnciw толто» фу eivat. 
us а mon- ӨЕАТ. "Еокєу. 
strous oup- ЕД у © f, , 
position; 20 BQ. 'AAAo apa ékarepov paréov. 
"Therefore, n 
sense is OEAI. Kudvvever. 
not know- ms 5 ^» à м و‎ , , эф. o^ 
ledge. EQ. Ti oiv дут àv єй} emorthun, тали e£ apyis, 


м , , СД ^ 5 , 
—Weare 005 €otke, Aekréov. Kairot ті more ueAXopev, o Oeat- c 
in too great ^ 

a hurry. Tyre, дра ; 


as ӨЕАТ. Tivos тер; 
ZO. DawopeOa por aAexrpvovos ayevvors Oiknv, 


I. où piy ixavüs ye cvvwvoó] ост. 

‘But I do not quite compre- то. Td X ye ody бр ] Ѕорћ.264: 
hend why it is so.’ Gaiverar 8 Ô Aéyopev. 

4. obrep ópàv] So Bodl. Vat. 22. ти) p) там» Bodl. Vat. 
Ven. П. épûv sc. égriv or yéyovev. Ven. II. The Bodleian margin 
Compare the technical use of however says, év érépo Aeire то 
algÜavóuevos, noticed above, pp. puf. If ph were right, the sub- 
159, 160. Also p. 157: 'Eyévero. junctive j would be required to 
ойт: čis AAN’ ófaAuós ópàv. See complete the sense. 
also p. 160. ёлиттїнөш»——Фәтер al- 


ӨЕАТТНТОЎ. 


OEAI. Ids 87 ; 


T4 


16 ^ , > 8 , ЕД ` ^ А , LOE 
р. 164. трі vEeviKnKEeval, a7rom1)07)0 avres ато TOU Aoyou аде. 


EQ. 'Арт:Лоук@ѕ éoikapev mpos tas TOV Ovo- 


, e , э , ^ + ^ 
parwv opodoyius avopohoynoapevot Kal TOLOUTQ) тин 


Teptyevopevor ToU Aoyov ayamay, каї ov фаткоьте< 


^ 5 , ` 
aywviotal adda фиАотофо: eivat AavOavopev Taira 


d éxeivois Tots Oewois аудрас: ттоюйутє. 


OEAI. Ойто pavOavw 


g , 
ото Aeyes. 


EQ. "АА éyo тєратоцо dnAGou тєрї avrav б 
ye 0) vod. трорєда yap 8) i pabav каї ueuvmuévos 
Tis Tt pn ётістотои, kai Tov idovTa kai и)сарта pE- 


, € ~^ \ у 
pvnpévov, Орбута дє oU, 


arodeiEavres, ойк єїдбт@ 


> + , = , ۴ ^ 5 > , 
amedeiEapev кої Gua uepvuuévov roro ® elvai adv- 


varov. Kai ойто O7) pilos 


I. did ro) Aóyov] Viz. the the- 
ory of Protagoras, which we are 
trampling upon. v. infr. mporn- 
Aaxl(opev. 

3. Avridoytxds éoíkapev] Rep. 
453, 4: "Н yevraía, iy 9 ёуф, à 
TAaóov, 7) дураш rs dvrioyucjs 
réxms. Ti дп; "Ori, elmov, докоёсі 
pot els айт» ral dxovres mohol 
épmimrew kal oleoda ойк épi(ew 
ала фалёуетба„ dia тд ui) Ovva- 
сда кат clôn dtarpovpevor rù Aeyó- 
pevov emokoreiv, GAAa кат avro Tù 
Ovoua Ookew ToU AexÜévros Thy 
€vavriogiw, €t, où д:аћктф, mpós 
аХАлАоу< xpopevor, 

mpos Tas TOY Óvoprav ópoXoyías] 
* With a view to mere verbal 
consistency.’ Lys. 216: Kal jjuiv 
є0005 da pevot ётїттүбтүтоута obra of 
паусофо: ävõpes, of аутМоуо!, каї 
épnoovrat el ойк évavriórarov бра 
Фа; The tendencies of AvriAo- 
ут are, Ist, to argue from con- 
tradictions of language, leading 
in the last resort to scepticism. 
Phied. 90: Kal pddcora 87 of тері 


тойс dvrüoywobe Adyous ёгатрі- 


атоћєто ó Iporayopetos, 


Wavres olof бт: rehevravres olov- 
тш тсофФтато‹ yeyovéva: тє xal 
katavevonxéva: Ort rà» mpaypáraw 
oiderds oùðèv tyes oùðè BéBawv 
ore rûv Aóyov. 2nd, to confuse 
ideas or principles with facts or 
results. Ib. p. тот : "Apa дё ойк 
àv dpow Trep of dyrdAoytxol 
mepi re rhs dpxns QaXeyónevos kai 
TOv ёЁ éxeivns ópyyuévov, єїтєр 
Bol\oté re rûv дутор єр. 

5. ob pdoxovres] Viz. p. 154: 
Odxody el pév bewol kai cool x.r.À. 

14. рёбоѕ тето] Schol.: Na- 
popia ёті rûv rv dupynow pù ёті 
mépas dyóvrov. Hence probably 
the absence of the article. Cf. 
Rep. 621: Kai otros, à TAaúkav, 
plos droby xai ойк атфАето. See 
also Phil. 14 : 'O Aóyos, orep 
pidos, drroddpevos ofxotro. 

pidos ó IIporayópeos] P. 157 : 
Otros ó родо Soph. 242: 
MiÓóv twa ёкатто$ gaiverai pot 
Binytioba mac ds obow piv. 
Arist. Met. A то. 993 А. (ef. 
Gorg. 485): YeXuouévg yap Eor- 
Kev ї mporn фиХотофа. 


ow 


- 


o 


Perhaps 
the contra- 
diction is 
only verbal. 


Protagoras 
would still 


to say. 


10 
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К: ` LÀ t ^ , , ^ , , y 
kal 0 соѕ ара 0 THs єтигттилѕ kai aidOnceEws, OTt p. 164. 


Tavrov OTW. 


OEAI. Paivera:. 


IIAATONOZ 


ZO. OF rı dv, oluau, 8 ire, єтєр ye б таттур 
have much 5 700 érépov vlov 61, ААЛА тоАА& àv uve’ viv 06 


, ^ xs Ы ^ , ^ ^ , 

ópjavov avrov nucis протућак орех. кой yap old 
e э 2 ^ , Lá ^ 947 
oL єтітрото: oùs Протауораѕ karéAure, BonOeiv є0є- 
Aovow, dv Өєодороѕ eis ӧдє. алла Ór) avroi кидо- 


, ^ , kd , > ^ ^ 
vevc'ouev TOU Oikatov évek arp one. 


GEO. Ov yàp éyó, à Xókpares, àÀÀà uGAXov 


KaA\ias о 'Lrzovíkov TQ» ékeivov émírpomos" nets р. 165. 


бе mas ÜGrrov ék ry Widdv Oyo mpós THY yew- 


, , , » , ГА e. D 
нетра» a7Teveva aev. хер YE puevTOL eopev, єау 


avrQ Bons. 


4. «тер ó татђр) See the pass- 
age of the Phmdrus already 
quoted, p.27 5: IIAggueXoópevos 8€ 
ó Adyos kai ойк ёр дікр AowWopnels 
ToU marpós dei deiras Вопбо? к.т.\. 
Cf. Soph. 241: Му pe olov ma- 
tpadolay bmoAáBps yiyverOal twa. 
Ti 05; Tov rod marpos IIappevidov 
Aéyov dvaykaiov ўрі» dpvvopévois 
fora Васау( є. 

8. xuvBvveoropevy] Not, * I will 
undertake the risk,’ but=«wdv- 
veio BonOnoey, * It seems I shall 
have to take his part myself.' 
Cf. Cratyl 399: Kal xvduvetow 
у uù evAaBGpat, ёт: ттшероу то- 
pûrepos той  Ücovros yevéodat, 
Symp. 174: "loos pévrow kiBv- 
veóco xal éyà ovx ûs ad reyes, à 
Zóxpares, dAAù kaf "Орлрох фаў- 
Aos dv ёті софо? дудрдс lévar Bor- 
viv йк\тоѕ. 

II. Ка\Аќа б 'Immovixov] With 
whom Protagoras stayed when 
he came to Athens. Apol. р. 
20; 'Avüpi, ds reréhexe хрђрата 
тоф‹ота$ mreiw ў füpmavres of 


Mor, Кад тф "Irrovíkov. Prot. 
311, 315: Xen. Symp. I. 5. 
12. ёк rev yâr Aóyov) * From 
the mere abstractions of dia- 
lectic' We are accustomed to 
speak of Geometry as a purely 
abstract science, but see Arist. 
Met. I. 2: Аі yap ёё éXarróvav 
axpiBéorepa trav ёк mpoaÓéaeos 
Aeyopever, olov dpilpryruc) *yeope- 
tpias. The expression YAoîs 
Aéyos is used differently in 
Бушр. 215: ¥Aoîs Adyos dvev 
ópyávov, but cf. Phrdr. 262: 
Nov yàp Wilds mas Aéyopev oix 
Exovres ikavà тарадеіуџрата. An- 
tisthenes is said to have called 
the Ideas of Plato yal &vvouu. 
For Adyor= diadexrixn, cf. Pheed. 
99 : “Edoke 0j pot xpiva els ros 
Adyous karadwyóvra ё» éxeivars ско- 
те» Thy dAnOeav. See also Arist. 
de An. Т. т, where a distinction 
is drawn between ¢Adcopos, 
paĝnparıxós and фосикбс. 
13. pévroi] сог is added in the 
MSS. except Bodl. Vat. Ven. П. 


р. 165. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
ХО. KaAós Aéyes, © Өєодорє. скёраш oiv riv 
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y ш» BonBeav. тб» yap арт: дєшотєра àv tis 


e + ` ^ e ^ т? 
Opodoynoee ш) Tpocéyov Toig paci Tov роў», 1) 
` ^ ЕЈ ГА , ^ 3 ^ ` 
TO тоо eidioueda фарог тє Kai darapvetodat. сої 


Aéyo Sry, 7) Өешттїтө ; 


OEO. Eis то kowòv pev ov, атокршёсбо 8 0 
b veórepos" oadels yàp Hrrov àa xnpovyjaet. 


ZO. Aéyo 8% то Seworarov épórgua. ёсті 


бе 


з , 5 Ф, ` э sof 
Olimar тоооубе тг ара oiov тє TOv avrOv єідота т: 


^ a 5 ^ » , 
TOUTO 0 oide py Eld€vaL ; 


GEO. Ti 25 об» amoxpwovpeba, à Ocaíryre ; 
ӨЕАТ. 'Aóvvaróv rov, oipat €yoye. 


EQ. Ove, «i тб opav ye ётістасдои Onoes. 
yàp xpnoe àQ/kro єротђиат, то Aeyopevov 


TL 
, 
€v 


фрќат: awvexopevos, órav éporà àvékmAnkros вур, 
KaradaBov Tj xepi той Tov črepov ój0aAuov, el 


о 


(13.) оре) Theod. speaks on 
behalf of the ézírporo: IIporayó- 
pov. 

3. р) mpoaéxov rois pruact roy 
voir, jj тд moÀ) eiÓ(cueÓa] Ву 
freeing ourselves from the habi- 
tual oppositions of words, we 
are sometimes reconciled to what 
at first appears a pure contra- 
diction. Spinoza (Cog. Met. I.) 
shows a still loftier indifference 
to common language : ‘ At vero 
si rem accuratius examinare vel- 
lemus, possemus forte ostendere 
Deum non nisi improprie unum 
et unicum vocari ; sed res non 
est tanti imd nullius momenti 
iis qui de rebus non verd de no- 
minibus sunt solliciti Many 
of the difficulties in Greek phi- 
losophy arose, as Plato himself 
points out in the Sophist, from 


^ ^or , ^ ГА 
opás то ipariov TQ kareupévo ; 


the too great stress laid upon 
logical alternatives ; while the 
complexity and variety of things 
as they exist was lost sight 
of. 

B тд mo) єїбїтнє«ба] * Ac- 
cording to our common mode 
of affirming and denying :' viz. 
With a view to words. 

8. Aéyo 87 тд Bewóraror ёрфтт- 
pa] Compare Rep. 473: ‘Er 
abrà 87), iv 8 eyo, elpu ô тф peyi- 
oro rpoceukdfopev кўраті. Where 
Socrates assumes the same tragic 
tone as here. 

14. fév qpéate cuvexépevos | 
‘Caught in a pit,’ i. e. unable to 
stir hand or foot. 

16, xatakaBaov—riv—dpbarpdy 
— el ópüs тд ipdriov) Perhaps 
there is here a trace of the 
spirit which was afterwards de- 


The ‘cru- 
cial’ ques- 
tion is this, 


Is it pos- 
sible for 
the same 
erson to 
10 know and 
not to 
know the 
same thing? 


You are 
bound to 
say it is, if 
sight be 

15 knowledge. 
Nay, you 
may be 
driven to 
it without 
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reference to 


ӨЕАІ. Où фусо, oluau, rovrQ ye, TQ pévTo р. 165. 


memory, "M 
within the Єтєрф. 
sphere of > ^ e ~^ ^ , е ^ a > , 
sense it- ХО. OuxoUr opas тє kai ооу opas apa TOUTOV ; 
self. A re- : 
lentless ad- OEAI. Ойто yé rus. 
versary will , ^ м , м з 
pin yu 5 ХО. Орде eyo, phoe, тото ovre татто ойт 
down, co- > у \ = وو‎ э A 27 ^ » و‎ 
vering one  NPOUNV, TO OTOS, GAA’ ei, O Єтістасои, TOUTO KAL OUK 
eye with э у ^ э А э б^ e a , . 
lus mantle, €TloTacat. viv д О ovy Opes, opwv dave. wpodo- 
to fi \ , en 9 7 NON ` 
that yon — ynkOs O€ Tuyxaves то орӣ émioraoĝaı kai TO py 
nd d ^ ` 3 , D , 
аы Opay u) ётістасбгш. ék оди rovrov Aoyiov ті со 
therefore / 
know and то сур Batvet. 
L4 , , * е 

et Li ӨЕАІ. 'AAA& ۸oyifoua бт. Tavavria oig vme- d 
thus you 4 
will be дерти. 

¥ , » 3 СА ^ 
p ZO. "Ісоѕ де y,  Oavpacte, пћєію àv тойт 
vividly and > y pf / > oF м is 
SiS er erabes, el Tis сє прострота ei émiaraaÓat сті ME 


but not far 15 бёр, ri бе duBA, kal eyyvOev pev érioracOat, 
On, BOUM , \ , ^ , vs / ` > Ff b 
ind vroppoÜev дє ux, kai сфодра Kai pépa то афто, Kai 
ently. 


GAAa pupia, & €AXoyàv àv reAracTıkos ауђр pobo- 


veloped in the sophisms of Eu- 
bulides. 

5. ойдгу—тойто, к. т. А.] Татто 
вс. droxpiverOa. Cf. Rep. 473: 
"Еёєурукёхи as Övvarà тайта ye- 
жаби à с? ётитйттє (sc. é£evpeiv). 
For the sense cf. supr. p.159: 
MÌ troddBapev тӯ pêv ravróv elvai, 
«tA. Cf. Euthyd. 295 : Пбте- 
pov émícragal ro û ётістаси, ў 
ой; "Eyeye, ёфт, tH ye шуй. 
Otros ab, én, mpocarroxpíverat rois 
éporepévois. ov үйр ёушує éporà 
Gro, GAN el ётїттатаї Tq, x. T. À. 
For the intentional abruptness 
of the expression, cf. Phil. 28: 
Ovdev rûv айтфу. ‘ None of that ! 
I never asked you for it.’ 

TOUTO—TÓ draws] This, viz. the 
manner. 

13. Ф Oavpácw] Such addresses 
interposed give a tone of in- 
creased earnestness to the con- 


versation. See Appendix D 
15. 6ё0— dú] These terms 
are properl y applicable to vision. 
eyyibev piv — mdppwbev 8 uj] 
This probably refers to the sense 
of smell, v. rd dcppaiverba below. 
16. сфбдра xai jpépa тд avró] 
To have an intense and slight 
knowledge of the same thing : 
е. g. Tò yrvxpór, p. 152, pryoi—ó 
pêv )pépa, ó 8ê тфбдра; but the 
reference here is probably to 
sound, v. rà dxovew below. (Cf. 
Phil. p. 14 : Вар?» xai кобфоу тфу 
aùrtòv, каї Ла pupia.) Aristotle 
does not feel the difficulty. Met. 
Z.1029 B: Та 8 ёкйтто yvópipa 
xai rpûra то\\акіѕ т}рёна ёттї yvó- 
руа. Plato would not allow that 
anything is known, except what, 
in Aristotle's language, are 
amas yvópia. 
17. á] An aceusative depend- 
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, * , » , е 0 а! , ^ » 

р. 165. фороѕ ev Aoyots épouevos, пик ertoT mv kai ata Orat 
> х м, , M ^ > ` , , \ э ‘ 
ravrov єдоџ, euBaAov àv eis TO акоуєш Kai ooppaive- 

` A , , , v a > СА 
адо кої Tas тоютаѕ aicOnoes, ]Аєуҳєу àv eméxov 
a > > , ^ , ^ , , 
kal ovk avtets, прі» Oavpacas ттуу rroAvaparov aopiav 
, e» э ^ e , z , 
EvverodicOns Ur’ aro, ob д) сє xElpwoapevos Te s 
^ , M * , эү / , Gd 
kai Evvdnoas 107) àv Tore ЄАїтроо xpuuarev Twv 


goi re какєірф оке. Tiv оду д) ó Протауороѕ, How would 
‚ » € A rotagoraa 
gains àv tows, Aoyov émíkovpov rois айтой єрєї; ^ defend his 
¥ , , own 

аААо Tt TepoueÜa. Aéyew ; against tho 
attacka of 

ӨЕАТ. IIavv pêv оду. FO such a 
Q T ^r 87 / L4 € ^ , , light-armed 
. Tavra re д) парта boa neis emapvvovTes mercenary! 


«vrQ Aéyouev, kal Opoce, olai, ҳорђоєто, ката- 
Qpovàv uav kai Aéyov, Oros ù) о Ywxparns 0 


ing chiefly on ¢popevos, but 
vaguely also on all that follows. 

1. pmobopópos év Абуо] A lo- 
gical mercenary. 

2. éuBaAàv] * Making his as- 
ваші.’ 

3. éméxav kal oix дє) Rep. 
411: Grav Û éréxov pî dvin ах\й 
xndj. ‘ Keeping up the attack.’ 

4. moAváparov] Buttmann con- 
jectures moAvkporov, ‘ cunning,’ 
which occurs as a v. 1. for лоћ- 
тротоу in the first line of the O- 
dyssee. Heind. moAvjparov, but 
adds, ne hoc quidem  satis- 
facit. In Ven. П. both a's are 
erased. Tlokvdpyros occurs 
twice in the Odyssee, VI. 280 ; 
XIX. 404: "Ovo бтт: xe Geins 
mas mai pid’ ro\vdpnros 8 
toi ёст. Protagoras seems to 
have affected certain rhetorical 
expressions, and perhaps may 
have used this word. See Pheedr. 
268 : dpboeraa, &c. Stallbaum 
quotes Themist. Orat. XXII. 
р. 325. 19. ed. Dindorf. : Tv mo- 


Aváparov mAovrov ті dv Kai Néyotpev 


éroiwy aywvobérns ro\éuav otw. 
For the sense cf. Euthyd. 272 : 
Tis copias hs €yeye émDvpó, ris 
épotuxjs. Ib. 273: eè 8 viv 
dÀnÜós rary rjv émwrr)umg» Eye- 
Tov, (Àeo єйүтоу. drexvós yap €yarye 
ope Фостер bed просауорєбо. Ib. 
296 : "АААа Bovdnbeins, hv 8 уд, 
Ф поћотіртте EvOvdnpe. Ib. 301 : 
"Hên dê roiv dvdpoiv rjv copiay 
érexeipouy шреїсда, dre émiOupav 
airijs. 

б. xpnudrav ócov] Protag. 


328 : Kal ròv rpdmov rìs mpakews . 


ToU шодо? rowUÜrov memoí(npat. enet- 
Sav уар т map’ ёно® páðn, ёйи pev 
BovAnra, атодёедоке› ô ёуф mpar- 
тона &аруйро>»` ёду 8ё ph, дд 
els iepdv, дрбсаѕ, Saou й» фӯ dia 
«уи Tû рабђџата, тотойтоу катє- 
Onxev. 

12. xai dudce o. x]. “Не will 
grapple with us.’ There is a 
change of construction similar 
to that in p. 149: Kal тікте re 
8) та; S8ugroxovcas, каї—@рЗ\(- 
gov. 


3: He 
would 

say that he 
is not re- 
futed, be- 
cause not 
fairly re- 
presented 

you. 

e would 
urge that 
memory is 
far less 
vivid than 
sensation, 
And, while 
not fearing 
to admit 
that it is 

ssible to 

now and 
not to 
know the 
same thing, 
he would 
assert that 
the man 
knowing 
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xenoros, ётєдт avrà raudiov Tı epwrnbev &euaev, €i р. 167. 


IIAATONOX 


er ^ > ` ` э 8 ^ е ^ ^ 
oiov тє TOV avTOV то ауто рєштабдои ара Kal pr 


eiüéva, кой дєісау атєфпоє Sia то uù) OvvacÓa 


^ , ^ M > \ 2 ^ , , ‘> 
mpoopav, yeAwra 8) Tov epè év rois Aoyous drédetke. 
` ^ 9 ¢ , z ny э ” 
5то бе, © paÜvuorare Zokpares, THO EXEL. Отау Tı 


^ > ^ > › + a 2s ‘ e > ^ 
TÓV éudv Ov Єршттутєш$ скот), Cav pev 0 éporrüeis 


olamep àv éyó amoKpivaiuny amoxpwapevos a aAA - 
Tat, €yà é\éyxouau, e 0€ аААойа, avrüs б єрөттбєї. 
avrika yap докєіѕ twa то EvyxwpnoecOa штити 


^ ГА т м as 3 , Ф 
10 TAPELVAL TO ov erae TOLOUTOV TL OVOaY malos, otov 


q y , , ^ ^ a 3 
OTE ETATYE, UNKETL Tao Xovrt ; ToAAod ye Set. 7 a) 


, , e ^ et , 5 DE 34 ^ ^ *, 
amokynoew ороћоуєір otov T eivai elevat каї pn ei- 


ГА ^ LEA T ` ө e à 37 ^ , , 
dévat Tov айтди TÒ aro ; 7 €&vmep roUro Selo, Ôw- 


aN ` 5 ` ^ 
тєш тотё TOV avTOv eivat TOv dvoporovpevov TQ plv 


4. tov épé] Cf. Soph. 239: 
Tov pêy Toivuv pé ye ёті ті tes йу 
Aéyo ; Phædr. 258: Tdv abróv. 
Phil 14: Tods épé (see below). 
Ib. 20: Tov ере. Ib. 59: Tovs 
pêy 8) cê kal ёџё kal Горуѓа» xal 
PAnBov. 

5. û раборбтате  Záxpares] 
* Slovenly Socrates !’ 

9. афтіка) ‘To begin with.’ 

тшй co Éfvyy] i. e épé 
‘Do you think а шап would 
admit f 

puny) ‘That the memory 
a шап has of an impression 
when it is past, is anything like 
what he experienced at the 
time.’ 

10. тоюйтби тї obcav máÉos] 
Hume, Inquiry Conc. Human 
Understanding: ‘Every one will 
readily allow that there is а 
considerable difference between 
the perceptions of the mind, 
when a man feels the pain of 
excessive heat, or the pleasure 
of moderate warmth, and when 


15 qvouorodo Âa. дут. ; paAdov Sê Tov elvai Twa, GAN 


he afterwards recalls to his me- 
mory this sensation, or antici- 
pates it by his imagination.'— 
—' We may observe a like dis- 
tinction to run through all the 
other perceptions of the mind.' 
* When we reflect on our 
past sentiments and affections, 
our thought is a faithful mirror, 
and copies its objects truly ; but 
the colours which it employs 
are faint and dull, in comparison 
of those in which our original 
perceptions were clothed.' 

15. tov elvai туа] riva is subj. 
roy pred. Cf. Phil 14 : 'Ap' 
ody Aéyes, Grav tis cue pî Opo- 
Tapxov €va yeyovóra pice ro\Aols 
elva таму, тойс ёрё xal évavríovs 
ао péyav kal тшкрд>» TiÉépe- 
vos, каї Вар?» xai койфоу róv abróv 
xal àa pupla. Compare a 
strange fancy of Comte's: Cate- 
chisme Posit. p. 2: * For each 
man differs from himself succes- 
sively as much as he differs si- 
multaneously from other men.’ 
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» 4 , ^ 1 , , , s . : 
. 166. L € is different 
p. 166 ouxi той, eoi топтору yeyvouencs ameipous, «лер оа the 
e avopoimats yiyvnrat, ei dn ovoyatwv ye Senoet Qy- ccnl 
^ , з , , 
pevoets Sueu\aBetodat addAnAwv; аА№, @ шакаре, and that 
, , э 9 5». X э 1 ^ , > , Overy: man 
фтсє, yevvatorépos єт avro єАӨшь» о Луо, ei дира becomes 
, e , е ^ as many 
oa, ééAey£ov ws ovi rat aiaOnoes éxaoTQ шоду 5 astho 
à , " E changes he 
yiyvovrat, 7 ws 1діои ytyvouévov ov0év Tt àv padov undergoes. 
\ , , > 7 , һо 9 ~ Моге se- 
TO фошубдеуоу povo 6кєіро yiyvotro, 7 el eivat дє — riously, he 
‚ n " e А e VOX ` would chal- 
ovopatew, ein, Qrep haiverat. bs 0 0) kal kvvoke- lenge usto 
, , , , > \ ‹ ^ , ' ` ` ргоуе 
$aAovs A€ywy ov uovov autos UNveis, GAAG Kal TOUS either that 
» и ^ ^ > \ , , > each man’s 
axovovtas TovTo Ópàv eig TA соуурациата HOV AVA- то sensations 
, , ^ ^ » \ \ ^ \ \ are not pe- 
а тє:0є:5, ov каА®< Toiv. eyo yap фтші pev THY  culiar to 
an , 0 y е / . D \ ” him, or 
qÜcav éxew ws уєурафа`  uérpov yap Єкатто> that it 
ton 5 ^ м ye , , does not 
"uv eivat TOV тє Ovrow kai uy uvpiov uévroL Ota- follow from 
, ” ©, » ^4 , - ^ \ y this, that 
$épew Erepov érépov айтф rovro, OTL TQ pev AAAA улар. 
y M , ^ ^ у ^ , ` 
pears to 
Єттї тє каї Gaiverat, TQ Se @ААа. Kai gojíav кай 15 Pm man, 
is to him. 


^ ^ + ^ , 5 *, 
coQóv avdpa ToAÀAoU беш то рт фарои eivat, aAA 
» 8 ^ ^ / , ^ зу е^ 2 
avTOv TovTov kal Аеу® софор, os av Twa "uv Ф 
, ^ v , r + 3 ^ 
$aiverou kai єттї кака, ueraBaAAov попот ayaba 
, , $ 9 ` \ , 9 ` ^ e? 
$aiveaÜaí тє kai civar. Tov дє Aoyov ad uy) TQ py- 
, e » , 

e pari pov бїюкє, addr’ Ode єт: сафєстєроу pale ті зо 
, т ` > ^ , * , > , 
Аеро. oiov уар év rois TpogcÓev єАєуєто арашт- 


L4 ^ \ > ^ ` , ^ 5 , 
anri, Ort TQ pev acGevovvre тікра haivera a єтбїє, 


I. kai rovrous yryvopévovs amei- 
рох] ‘Becoming multiplied to 
infinity, if only alteration take 
place.’ 

2. dvopoiws yiyv. the reading 
of Bodl. Vat. admits of a possi- 
ble rendering, * If only the man 
become in a different жау i. e. 
when he is the subject of a dif- 
ferent process. But the read- 
ing of the other MSS. is more 
probable. 

óvouára»— —6npeices] ‘ En- 
tanglements of words.’ The 


genitive is not objective but de- 
scriptive. Cf. Euthyd. 295: Bov- 
Aópevós ue Өтрєўташ rà óvópara me- 
pornoas. ‘If we must really be on 
our guard against being entan- 
gled by each other with words.’ 

20. pov] To be taken with 
Aóyov. 

22. þaiverar kai ёсть 
fore kal paivera] What is to 
the healthy man, also appears to 
him. Protagoras asserts that 
what appears to the sick man 
also is to him. 








M2 


dom of the 
wise: but 
he would 
define wis- 
dom as the 
power of 
bringing 
men over, 
not from 
false ideas 
to true 
ones, but 
from a 
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^w ^ ^ е , ЕД , м ^ £ А 
kai EOT TQ бє UytaivovTt TavavTia єттї Kai Qaiverav p. 167. 


IIAATONOX 


, ` $ , эми ^ ^ 

софотєроу pev оду rovrov ovOérepov Set тошто 

ovde уар Óvvaróv. ovd€ каттуорттёо> ws 0 pev Kap- 
, v ^ 

vov apabns, ore тоадта доёаќе, о дє vy:aivwv coos, 


5 Ort aAAoia’ peraBAnréov Ò єтї Oarepa’ «деш» yap 


ee , A e be ^ , ^ 8 , ЕД * е , 
7) єтєра ё. OUT@ O€ KAL EV TH TALOELA ато єтєраѕ 


€£eos Єлїї тту apeivw peraßànréov. аћћ ò pèv іатроѕ 
фарџакогѕ пета Вале, 0 бё софист Aoyo. єтєї 
ой ті ye ev Oota(ovra ris twa йттєро» «АӨ? 


, , , у ^ ^ ^ y ` 
ro €roinae Sokatev. ойтє yàp та pn дута Sduvarov 


бо{ата, ore GAAa тар & àv пасҳт Taira Sê ael 
adnOn. GAA’ oian movnpas Wuyns eer Oofatovras b 


12. movnpás Wuyis ёе доёафор- 
ras avyyeri) ёауту] ITowpás is the 
reading of all the MSS. 93o£á(ov- 
ras of Bodl. Vat. Ven. П. éavr? is 
found in all the MSS. but one. 
(Flor. b. айт). Поураѕ yrvxs 
е, ‘through having a bad or 
vicious soul.’ "Egis, like avra- 
cia, is not with Plato, as with Ari- 
stotle, a term of art, it is simply 
the noun of the verb éyew, and 
accordingly has two meanings, 
‘condition,’ dmà той êxew mws, 
and ‘having’; and, like mpagts, it 
sometimes wavers between both. 
For instances of the active sense, 
cf. Rep. 433 : 'H rod olkeiov re ка} 
éavrod ёф kal mpagis. Soph. 247 : 
Мкаюсчи fet kai rapovciq, and 
infr. p. 197 : "Emornyns mov gw 
$aciv elva. Also Crat. 414. de 
Legg. 625. Tim. 73, 74 87. 
For an instance where it seems 
to waver, cf. Rep. 509: "Ert per- 
(óvos riugréov rijv той @уабой ew. 
Ib. 591: ‘н Wuyxi—ryuwrepay 
ё» AapBaver, capoovyny kropé- 
m. Gorg. 524: "Exe. rv &v 
Trjv avroð. And above, p. 153 : 
'H той cóparós €i ———1 8 èv тӯ 
Yuxî és, we seem to pass from 
one meaning to the other within 


а few lines, as here. Comp. also 
Gorg. 523: Yvxàs movnpas ёҳор- 
res, 'Eavris presents more diffi- 
culty, but it may still be genuine. 
The transition is easy and not 
unfrequent from the person 
thinking to the mind thinking. 
Cf. Phedr. 82, where the change 
from the masculine to the femi- 
nine, i. e. from the persons to 
the souls, occurs several times 
together. Gorg. 526, rowvróv 
twa — éviore Û Ати. inf. 173: 
opixpot дё каї ок дрдої ras уда. 
rı. yap абёт» xai rò ebOs——i, ёк 
véovOovAeladdrprrat KivOivous 
——ér ámaAais uxais ётцЗаА- 
Aovea, obs où Suvdmevor, x. т. À. 
Supr. 153 : 'H 8ê £y rj ux? ffs, 
and note. See also, for ап in- 
stance of a like change of sub- 
ject, Rep. 442 : Movorkijs kal yup- 
>атткї< крӣсіѕ— —простђоетоу. 
(That such a change of subject 
does occur here, is evident 
from the nominative дроту.) 
The reflexive pronoun is also 
facilitated by cvyyew?, being a 
correlative word. Cf. Pheed. 84 : 
Eis rò Évyyevés kai Tù тоюйто» 
афікорёт.` Phiedr. 238 : T&v éav- 
Tis avyyevàv ётийушӧу, Compare 
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р. 167. Gvyyevij éavrrs ҳрпатт) єтойүтє Sofdoat érepa Tor- 
аўта, à 8) Twes тё фартасџата ото &mepías GAO) ` 


^ ^ ` "Y ^ Я , 
kadovow, ёуф бє BeNrío pev rà érepa TOV érépov, 


adnbéorepa Sê ovdév. kai roUs софоуѕ, © фїАє Zo- 


kpa.res, ToAAod беш Barpayous Aéyew, аАА& катӣ èv 


> ^ ^ , 
copara iarpovs Aéyo, ката Se фита yeopyovs. nu 


also for the use of the reflexive 
pronoun, where it cannot be 
strictly referred to the subject 
of the sentence, Rep. p. 419: 
"Еау ris сє ф pù тау єйдаіроуаѕ 
тобу тойтоу тоў йрдраѕ, kal ravra 
8? éavroós. Supr. p.152 : móre- 
pov — éd éavrò то mveüpa vyvxpóv 
ӯ où yrvxpàv phropev. 

(12.)8o£á(ovras is preferable as 
the reading of the best MS., as 
the harder reading, and because 
the change to Sofá(ovra was so 
easy with the same word oc- 
curring a few lines above. For 
the change from the singular 
twa, to the indefinite plural, 
cf. Rep. 344: 'Етеда» dé tus— 
airods—Souhdontat—dvri rovrav 
rûv аісҳрӧ» dvopdrov—pakdpror 
кёкћтуто4, où póvov rd rûv TON- 
rûv dÀÀà kal irû rûv doy, doo 
dv ridevra айтду rjv OÀg» ddi- 
kíav tj9umkóro : et passim. 

* For it is not to be supposed 
that any one ever makes one, 
who thinks falsely, afterwards 
think truly. For it is impossi- 
ble either to think what is not, 
or to think any thing beyond 
the present impression, which 
is always real. But, I suppose, 
whereas men, through having 
an inferior mind, entertain 
thoughts of a kindred nature; a 
good mind causes them to have 
good thoughts, those, namely, 
which the inexperienced call 
true.’ 

If any change of reading were 


required, the most probable 
would be the transposition of 
£vyyevij éavrîs and ётера тоаўта. 

1. хрпотђ) Sc. чууут. 

érepa тоаўта Se. xpnará. 
* Whereas inferior minds have 
opinions kindred to themselves, 
a superior mind creates in them 
opinions which resemble it.' 

2. payrdcpara] This word here 
contains no association of false- 
hood, seeing that ¢aiverOa and 
elva are identified ; but neither 
does it imply truth. 

4. Ф\лбеттера Ф одер) I. e. 
‘all are equally real.’ 

6. ката 22 фита yeopyois] 
The theory is exposed by being 
gravely carried to the farthest 
point. Man is reduced to a level 
not only with brutes but with 
vegetables, Cf. Ar. Met.1008 B: 
Ei дё рту trohapBaver ddd’ броіоѕ 
olerai Te Kai ойк oterai, ті dy ia- 
hepdvrws ёо rûv фита» ; This 
however is only remotely hinted 
at. At present we are to re- 
ceive this as an additional proof 
of Protagoras’ boldness. For а 
more serious use of the analo 
between human nature and the 
vegetable world, see Rep. 492: 
®лёрнато$ mépi jj rov etre ёу- 
yelov etre rev (ооу x.r.. Heind. 
quotes Aristot. de Plant. I. 1, 
where after mentioning the 
opinions of Anaxagoras and Em- 
pedocles on the question, * Do 
plants feel?’ he adds, ‘Qcavras 
xai ó IIAárev érifvueiv uóvov айта 


worse to a 
better 
state: and 
would urge 
that until 
this is dis- 
proved, So- 
crates must 
be content 
to be a 
“measure 
of things.” 
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` ^ H ^ ^ , 
yap кої roUrovs rois фито duri movnpav aicOncewyr, p. 167. 
- ^ A ^ e ^ , 
Отау Tt abrav àcÓevy, xpraràs kai vyrewas aiaO7aets с 
^ > ^ , ^ ^ , , ^ 
тє kal adnOeis éprouetv, тойу де ye coQovs тє каї 
3 ` er ^ , ^ ^ , ^ ^ 
ayabovs рђтораѕ rais поћєси та xpnoTa avri TOY 
^ ^ 5 ^ e^ > à 
smovnpav Sikata Soxeiv elvat поі. Єтєї oia y àv 
касту móe дікаіа kal Kada докӯ, raUra Kai elvat 
и кт, 

э ~ у bI э A "Tt. GAN e ` 2 ^ ^ 
arf, ews àv avrà рош) 0 софоѕ avri movnpav 
y ^ A М 3 
дутои aùroîs єкастоу xpnoTa émoingev eivai Kai 

^ ` ^ ` »'* , ^ Li ^ 
Ookeiv. ката дє тоу avrov Aoyov kai о софист 
^ , ^ 
10 TOUS maidevopevovs ойто  Ovvapevos Tatdayamyetv 
, ^ Ld - ^ 
cojos re kai déios moAA@y xpnparew rois maidev- d 

A ` Y + „ , , y е , ^ 

дє’ kal ойто coporepot TE elow ETEPOL erepowv kai 
~ , ГА , 7 , 
ovdels evê? otage, kai соі, eav тє BovAg éav тє ит, 


&à rj» cpodpûv rîs Өреттікӣе ðv- 
vapews dváyky» epnoev, б ёй» av- 
тта}, Herða буто$ айтй xai Nv- 
moha аїстба>єтба{ тє сорфоуоу 
ora. Cf. Esch. Eumen. 911: 
АӨ. crépyo yap, dvÓpós pırurot- 
pévos дікпу, rà rûv дікаіоу rave 
атёубтто» yévos. 

2. xpnoras kai tyewas аїтӨп- 
oes тє] ‘Impart to them good 
and healthy sensations, and real 
ones too ;’ i e. not only real 
(which they all are), but also 
good and healthy. The differ- 
ence of idiom by which in Greek 
what is most emphatic is put 
first, though well-known, is 
often a source of difficulty. 
E. g. Soph. Œd. Col. 308 : "АА 
eiruxîs ikoro түү 0 abrod mode 
ёро тє" ris yap éc\ès ойу air 
Mos; * May he come, a bless- 
ing to his own city, as well as to 
me. For who by kindness does 
not befriend himself?' where 
the second clause refers to 77 aŭ- 
той réhet as the emphatic words. 

Cf. supr. p. 150 : Aórois тє kal 


Tois @А\о1$ гдоѓёау duabeis elvat. 

Schleiermacher's conjecture, 
dAn&elas, has been generally re- 
ceived, but dAndeîs is very pos- 
sibly right. For the difficult 
position of re, comp. Rep. 466 : 
Kal yépa Séxovrat mapa ris avràv 
тб\єоѕ vrés T€ Kal reAevrigavree 
rapis d£ías peréyovow, Ib. 472: 
Eikóros dpa dxvouv re kai édedoixy 
ойто mapddogov Aéyew Adyov тє 
kal émuepé» даскотє». The 
objection drawn from supr. 4 
0) rwes—bnó атеріаѕ 4\т@ Ka- 
Aobciw, is cancelled by the pre- 
ceding таёта ðè del d\n0. The 
state of plants has as much 
reality as that of the wise man: 
and the latter has no advantage 
in point of truth. 

4. rais móAeci] A further step 
is thus made in advance. Hav- 
ing already included the good 
and noble amongst the things 
of which each man is judge 
for himself, it is natural to ap- 
ply the same theory to the 
state, and to law and justice. 


р. 167. 
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» , v , , ^ , , ‹ , 
avekréov бут. uérpqr соќєтал уар év тойто 0 Aoyos 
2 Р е ‘ , M м › › ^ , B єй 
obros" ф av & pev exes є apxns aupioßnreiv, 


, £ 
dpupuoBirét, Хуф durıSuekeAOdv, el 0€ дг epwrnoewv Не would 
, э , ИУ! ^ ^ ГА ЕД ^ be willing 
BovA«, Òt epwrncewv. ovde уар roUro (evkréov GAAA to proceed 
; , , ^ ^ y , by question 
партои раћота биоктёоу тф voÜv £xovri. TOLLS and answer, 
е , , ^ ^ only he 
е uévro, ovTwai’ uù adixer €v TQ épwrüv. Kal yàp Would de- 
‚ ^ D ^ mand fair 
ToÀA] aAoyia aperis фаскоута emmpercioOar pndev treatment. 
| Ё А ла ага For Dia- 
QAN 7 adtxodvra év Aóyois Staredciv. ddıkelv д éaTiv |с, 
А a , Y \ ` ` e > fairly used, 
€v TQ тоюутф, Отар Tis wn xXwpis иЄ» WS aywVI- рту to 
p ^ , i in- 
(óuevos ras биатрц8д< morran xwpis дё diadeyd- то tary. if 
pevos, кай év pêv тф Tally тє kai oadAn каб brov cally, to. 
a , › 1 r А И > the hatred 
av дутои, ev de тф dtadréyerOar отоуда тє каї "È: bro: 


p. 168. 


, ^ ^ , › ^ , , ^ 
eravopOot Tov тротбхАєуоцєуор, ékeiva uova avrTQ 
3 , ^ , ^ э“ е » t€ ^ ^ 
évõeikvúpevos rà aaAuara, & avrüs v ошто kai 
^ ^ , * \ ^ 
TOV Tporépov cvvovciv Trapekékpova To. àv Mev yàp 


- 


LÀ ^ e ` , , e , , 
ойто 101), EavTovs aitiagovrat oi mpoadiarpiBovrés 
^ е ^ ^ ` > , , , › , ^ 
сог T$ aUT@Y тараҳтѕ kai aroplas, GAA ov сє, kai 
* \ , ^ , е ` \ , 
cé pev kovrar ka didjnoovow, avrovs де шот)- 
govs кої QeU£ovra. ad’ éavràv eis ф:Лософіар, w 
у , , ^ ^ a , $ 
аАло. yevouevor atahAay@ot TOV ot протєроу Noav* 


» 


34 ^ э #° , ^ A И / > 
eav дє Tavavtia rovrov Spas Фостер oi тоАХо!, Tavay- 


3. Ауф dvrıêıefA dûv к.т. À.] 
Protagoras himself is repre- 


passage contains a covert cen- 
sure of the eristic method that 


sented as master of both styles 
(Prot. 329 : “кард pêy paxpods 
Adyous—elmeiv—ixavos 8€ каї épo- 
ттдес amoxpivacba xarà Bpaxv), 
and in the Phedrus Socrates 
himself adopts both, of course 
to the implied disadvantage of 
the rhetorical, which is more 
openly ridiculed in the Gorgias. 
Cf. also Soph. 217: Ilórepor el- 
wbas ракрф Абуф Suefuévat— Sr 
éporijoeov ; 

9. ётф rore] Sc. є TÓ ёро- 
тау, év Adyos,supr. Probably this 


pervades this dialogue. Cf. Rep. 
487, where perhaps Socrates 
himself is gently criticized : 
‘Hyotvrac—ind той Aóyov map’ 
кастор тд ёрфтпра сшкрду mapa- 
yopevot,—eéml re\eurîs rûv Абуш» 
péya TO сфа\џа kai évavriov rois 
трФто avahaiver Oa, 

13. éxeiva Ta сфа\рата) 
Those slips and deflections 
which are due to himself and to 
the company he has previously 
kept. mapaxpovew is said to have 
been a wrestler's term. 
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, , r ` ` , 
ría EvyuByoerai gor kai ToU; Lvvovras avri ФіЛо- p. 168. 
софори pucoDvras тодто то прауша amoQaveis, єтє-Ъ 
à ^ B , , э\ 3 ^ / a ^ 
av трест Вотєрог yévavrat. єар ойу epot mein, о kai 
He would 
invite usto , pA Д а 
examine 5 (Aew TH Otavoía auykabels ws adnOas скерє тї rore 
the mean- 


mporepov éppé8n, ov Svaopevads о0дё payntixas, аА№ 


л r ^ А э , \ А , 
ing of his Лєуоџе», ktveia lai тє arropawopevot та парта TO T€ 
own say- ^ rf ^ \ 9 , , ` r 
ing, and of докодь єкастоф TOUTO ка! Elva 10:09тр тє Kat поЛћє. 
the;princi- S5 , , D » » х м ox 
ple of mo- KAL єк TOUTOV eri keyye єтє TGUTOP єтє KOL aA\o 
tion, and › , ` у э > , A y , 
thus to EMLOTH LY Kat alo’ 0301s. 9 алл оох, ост. єр «prt, єк 
meet the 


, е , \ , ^ e À À ` = 

doctrine of ® ourvneias pnaerov тє KAL OVOATWV, а OL 7TOAAOL от П 
вепве оп 
its own 
ground, 
avoiding 
the cap- 
tiousness 
of verbal 


criticism. 


av TUxwow €Akovres аторіаѕ aAAnAOS тоутодатаѕ 
mapexovot. Tara, © Өєодорє, TQ Eraip cov eis 
Вођбеа» trposnpéapnyt kar eum» vvajuv, сшкра 
ато сшкрёу" «i Ò avrüs ё), ueyaAeurepov àv тоф 
ıs айтой €BonOnoer. 


OEO. Па ‚в Zoxpares: паро уар veavixas 


тф avdpi BeBonOnxas. 


2. pacodvras “roro тд mpaypa} 
Viz. Т» ФЛософіау. i е. poo- 
Adyous yeyovóras, See the re- 
markable passage in the Phedo 
on this subject, p.89,90; where 
a parallel is drawn between 
the growth of misanthropy and 
scepticism. 

3. 8 каї mporépov ёрреёт] Viz. 
supr. 167: T'ewawrépos én’ avrò 
Ady ê №уә. The unusual 
form ¿ppéðn was perhaps adopt- 
ed in imitation of Protagoras. 

5. Mep r Stavola ovyxabels] 
Sc. теаутду. Cf. infr. 174: Айт» 
cvykawica. ‘Meeting us with- 
out reserve, in a candid and 
good-humoured spirit.’ 

то. ётр ё» riywow коте) 
Soph. 259: Tóre pêv êri бйтєра 
rére 8 émi Odrepa rovs Aóyovs 
Аке». Phil. 57 : Тойѕ dewovs тері 
Aóyov óAkfjv. 


14. прострёйрт») Notwithstand- 
ing Buttmann’s ingenious de- 
fence of this word, Lexil. I. p. 
103, it is difficult not to incline 
to the conjecture of Coraius, 
тростркєса pév. Cf. Soph. Œd. 
Col. 72:'Qs йу rpocapkûv сшкрӣ, 
xepdavn péya. See however p. 
171: "Yreypáyrauev Bonfobvres. 

15. реуаћебтероу) A rhetorical 
word, used probably in ironical 
imitation of Protagoras' style. 
See notes on soAváparov, єррєебт, 
supr. Cf. Xen. Mem. III. 1; Ora 
rûs oret Прбдікоѕ rîy vr 'Аре- 
tis  HpakAéovs maiðevow, éxdopnoe 
pévrot Tas yvópas ёт: peyadeore- 
pos phpaow ў ёуф viv. 

17. mávv yàp veawküg TQ dv- 
êpi BeBonGnxas] ‘ Your defence 
of our friend has been most 
vigorous.’ 
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p.168. ХО. Ед Myes, Ò éraipe. kal pot etr. evevonoas 
P d тоо Myovros арт: TOU IIporayópov kai ovediCovros 
d pîv ört mpos maidiov Tovs Aoyous тоойцєуо тф той 
mados фоВә aywrioiueba eis Ta éavTod, kal ҳарі- 

evro LOV TWA &rokaAóv, атостєруйушу 8 TO партои 5 
nérpov, orrovdaca nas SuexeAevoaro тєрї Tov avroU 


Aóyov ; 
^ э , з 
GEO. Ilós yap ойк évevógaa, © Xokpares ; ended 
ZO. Ti оди; keAeves meifea 0a. aire ; may be 
OEO. X463 with d 
. 0 €. 10 with due 
e i4 pu 7 , ‚ A , gravity, 
EQ. 'Opás оду ore rade парта т\т» той maia Theodorus 
А ` ка 18 а 
éaT(v; ei ойу mewOpeÜa TH avdpi, ёрё каї оё Sei compelled 
^ , to join in 
е €pwravras тє kai amoKpwopevovs aAANAOIS GTroVda- the discus- 


» л VON , e , ^P» у sion. 
Cal avTOU тєрї TOV Aoyov, ша py TOL торото у EXN 


€ykaAeiv, às raitovres mpos perpaxia Seecxepaped ad 
ToUrov Tov Aóyov. 

OEO. Ti ð; ov roA\dv то. Ocaírgros peyadous 
Teyovas éxóvrov dpewov av érakoAovÓraew Абу 
Ótepevvoyuévo ; 


ө 


^ 5 
ZO. 'AAX ov rı той ye, © Өєодорє, djeiwov. шл) зо 
оду oiov ёрё pev TQ сф єтаірр тєтєАєитткот: Óeiv 
^ , > , \ M , > > у 3 
р. 169. тауті трото emapuve, сє 26 pndevi, adr 0, o 
+ ^ 
@риттє, оЛіуоу ётістоо, péxpt тойтоу airol ews йу 
eiüQpev, єтє apa сё Set Suaypaupudrov тєрї uérpov 


“4. ҳариутитрб» twa droka\ûy, рпраті pov фїшкє. тоўтоу тд» Aó- 


Grogepyivey 8€ rà mávrov. pé- 
трох) * Abusing us for a certain 
quibbling vein, and exalting the 
respect due to his maxim, he 
bade us be in earnest when we 
are dealing with his theory.’ 
15. ad rovrov тд» Aóyov] Coisl. 
р. m. Аўтоў тд» Adyov. The Bodl. 
p. m. had abro? róv róv Aóyov. 


Cf. p.167 : Tov 84 Абуо» ad py тф. 


yov, if correct, refers to the 
fresh arguments which Protago- 
ras had assumed in his defence, 
and the discussion founded on 
them. 

22. оё 8 рпдел\] The pronoun 
is simply used to strengthen 
the negative. 

24. Barypoupárov—áàcrpovopíar] 
Note the variety. 


N 
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3 РА , ‹ е" ^ 
eivat, etre 7avres Ouoíos gol ikavoi €avroig els Te p. 169. 


IIAATONOZ 


3 , ^ 3 т \ ` ۶ oF Y 
QOTPOVOMLAVY Kat таАЛа av on со тєр. оста» EXELS 


Suapepetv. 


GEO. Ор радио, à Xókpares, сої wapaxaOnpevov 


s ш) dover Adyov, 4ÀX ёуф рт: TapeAnpnoa parkov 


ЕД , ^ , , ^ > V 5 , 
сє erirpérew uot p) атодоєс at, кой ovyi ava ykaa ew 


kaÜ&mep Aaxedaipoviot’ où бё por докєї mpos Tov 


ZXxippova padov re(vew. 


Аакебош дио. uev yàp b 


LA A , , ^ $ ^ 
amtevat 7 amodver Oa кєАєдоусі, av бє kar ’ Avraióv 


10 TL uot nGÀXov Soxeis то Spaua Spa’ rov yap Tpos- 


, ЕД йс. ^ > 4 , , > ^ 
єЛдоута ovk avins прі» avaykadws amodvaas év то 


Aóyots 7rpoaraAaic aa. 


y 3 , ЕД 
EQ. “Aporta ye, © Өєодорє, THY vécov pov. amei- 


, ^ 
kasas’ ісҳоркотєроѕ ито: yù ékelvov. 


pupiot 


ıs yàp д) por por "НракАєєѕ тє kai Onoées ётоуҳа- 


vovTes kaprepol 7rpos то Аёує par єй Evyxexohacw, 
> > э 4 ЕД LA ^ > , LÀ y 
ал№ eyo ovdev т. paddov adiorapa’ ойто Tis epos 


2. airiay êxes] ‘You are re- 
puted.’ Rep. 435: Of 8) xal 
čxovo: тайтту rjv alriay (rod 6v- 
poedets elvat). 

8. reivew] Cf. Phied. 65 : 'Ey- 
yós ті reivew той reÜváva,, * You 
come nearer to the analogy of 
Sciron.' 

9. kar 'Avraiov] The allusion 
to the Lacedemonian custom 
is repeated, but, as usual, with 
fresh imagery, and additional 
point. The Lacedemonians tell 
one to strip or go away. But 
you, like Sciron, strip all you 
meet with, and, like Antzeus, 
force them to wrestle with you. 

10. тд Ópüpa Spar] ‘To go about 
< your work. Supr. 150 : "EAar- 
Tov 8 той ёро? Opáparos. 

11. дтод0саѕ) ‘ Having stript 
him of every excuse.’ 

14. lexvpuórtpos pérroi ёуф ёкєї- 


vov] *But I have more of the 
athlete in me than they had.' 

15. 'HpaxÀées Te xai Omaées] 
Schol. Of Өрат®надо:, KaXuxAeis, 
Atovveddwpor, Ейбидтро xai oi 
тооўто. Winkelmann (Fr. An- 
tisthenis) suspects an allusion 
to Antisthenes here. But the 
Scholiast is probably nearer the 
mark. See Introduction; and 
cf. Euthyd. 297. 

16. карт. mp. т. A.) ‘Men of va- 
lour in the art of controversy.’ 

par’ «û vyr.) * Have bruised 
me well.’ 

17. otro tis €pos Sewos évBé- 
бике] Sc. pe implied in éyó supr. 
It is left doubtful whether ora 
is to be joined with dewds or 
évdéduxev. ‘So strong a passion 
for this kind of exercise has 
taken possession of me.’ 
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` , А ^ ` ^ , \ 3 
p. 169. Sewos evdeduxe TNS тєрї тафта yupvacias. pù оди 


° тд od dÓowjons mposavarpıpápevoşs gavróv Te 


pa кой éue ovo at. 
OEO. Орде ёт: üvriMéyo, аАА' aye brn 60е" 
^ à 
TAVTOS THY тєрї TadTa eiuappévnv, ти av ov єтїкАФ- 
ons, Set avarAjvas éNeyXopevov. ой uévrot repaurépo 
т ^ , 
ye dv rporidecat 0105 T ropa парасҳєі éuavrov 
сог. 
, ~^ , 
ZO. 'AAX dpkeî kai uéxpi тойт. Kai pot тару 
r ` , , , , 5 
Type TO тоьбе, u) Tov тоафбкбу Tı AaOwpev єідоѕ 
^ ^ ^ 
тфу Абду» Toovpevol, Kal Tis TANW Tiv аўто 
ovedion. 
A 
d  OEO. ’AAAa 2) mepasopai ye каб бео» av ди- 
vopat. . 
^ ~^ Ф: 
EQ. Тоддє той» mpôrov там» avriAaBopeda 
2 \ / ^ 18 » ^ a > > 66 
obmep TO протєрор, kai wpev, opÜcs 7) оок opOas 
^ ^ v , 
€ÓvaXepatvouev ётітцибитє TH Oy, OTL аўтаркт 
ёкастоу eis povnow ётоіє, kai uiv Evvexopynoev 0 
IIporayópas, тєрї тє тоў apeivovos kai xe(povos ĝia- 


, , à ‘ & S , > م‎ 
Qépew Twas, oùs dn kai evar copous.  ovxt ; 


GEO. Nai. 


2. mpocavarpwápevos] ‘Giving 
me a grip,’ ‘ trying one fall with 
me.' 

7. by mporífecai] Viz. &aypap- 
párov тёр, supr. 

11. т] Somebody ; i. e. Pro- 
tagoras. 

15. dvriVaBópe0a] ‘Let us at- 
tack the question from the same 
point as before.’ Cf. Rep. 544 : 
IláMv—ócrmep таћаистђѕ тї aù- 
Ti» Ха)» mapexe. 

18. xal piv Évvexópnoev] The 
sentence breaks and reverts to 
the direct form. Cf. Rep. 489: 
Obs 8) ob djs к.т.А. Kayo £vv- 


єхӧрпса dn; ce Aéyew. In 
conceding for Protagoras that 
some men are wise, we went 
beyond his own words. We 
must try to prove it out of his 
own mouth. Не says, What 
appears to each man, is to him. 
Now it certainly appears to 
every man that some are wiser 
than himself, and some less 
wise; that some think truly, 
others falsely. Therefore, whe- 
ther he be right or wrong, it is 
the case that some think truly, 
and some falsely. 


N 2 


o 


5 


I. 8. Pro- 
tagoras" 
own maxim 
is eriti- 
cized. 


‘ What ap- 
pears to 
each man, 
is to him." 
And does 
it not,then, 
appear to 
every man 
that some 
know more 
than he 
does and 
some less : 
so that in 
the great- 
est dan- 
gers, they 
look up to 
the wise 
man as {оа 
God, sub- 
mitting to 
be taught 

° and ruled 
by him ? 
And the 
account 
wisdom to 
be true 
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ZO. Ei uév roivv» avrüs тарфи фроћбує, GANA p. 169. 
py шєіѕ Вотбдодитєс vmép aro Evvexwpynoaper, ov- ? 
dev йу там» ёбєї éravaAafóvras Beßarodobar viv 
Sê ray’ dv Tis nas axvpous Tein тїз Urép ékeivov 

з óuoAoyías. 8:0 kaAMOvos exer сафёстєроу Trepi rov- 
Tov аўто? OtouoAoyraacÓar ov уар TL сшкроу Tap- 

, o v aA у 
aAAarTEL ойто €xov 7) аААо. 

OEO. Aéyas аА. 

EQ. My тойуу Sf &ААв>, GAA’ єк тоў ékeivov 

10 Aoyou ws dia Bpaxvrarov AdBwpev THY óuoAoyíav. p.170. 

OEO. Ilós; 

ZO. Orecí. Td Ookoüv ёкатте roro kal eivai 
фто! mov ф 9oké ; 

GEO. ryo yàp ой». 

15 EQ. Oébxob», û Протауора, кай nueis avÜporrov, 
paddov бё mávrev avÜpayrov O0fas Aéyopuev, kal 
daper oùðéva bv Twa ой rà pêv avrov туєістдо Tov 
GAAcv cojorepov, Ta бё dAAovs éavroU, Kal év ye 

^ > a , 
тоф peyiaTois кш'бйуо, órav év oTparelas 7 voros 
a > , , g * ^ y 
207) év Oadarrn Xetudfwvrat, опер mpòs Oeovs exe 
тойу єў éxaoTos apxovTas, сотђраѕ opdv просдо- b 
^ , y / ^ a JAZ ` 
Küvras, оок &ААф TH Siahépovras 7 TQ eidévat. кой 
, * ЕД , , , 
т@ута Tov uearà таидрбтша Gyrovvrov didacKkadous 
у у е ^ ^ ^ y , ^ 
тє Kal ápxovras éavrv тє кої TOv aAAwY (фои TOY 

25 T€ epyactar, oiouévov тє a) ixavav pev didacKew, 
е ^ \ ox 3 Ж. Ж , е? / у 
ikavôv бє apyew eivai. kal év Tovro, amact Ti @ААо 


5. кайймбуос êxe] ‘It would Rep. 489: To & adrnOés méwxe», 
seem the less exceptionable ау re т\ойстоѕ ёбу re méns кару, 
course.’ dvaykaio» elvat êri larpàv (pas 

6. ob yáp тї тшкрф» mrapaAAádr- lévai, kai ravra тд» ûpxeo Oa дєбрє- 
re] It is of no small importance vov éri ras той ápyew vvapévov. 
to the question at issue. 23. peord] So Bodl. with Ven. 

20. orep mpós Ocovs xew] Cf. ЖП. Par. Е. 


р. 170. 


с 


4 


е 
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hooper ?) avroUs той avOpwmous туєісбдо goíav thought; 


and folly to 
кої apabiav elvat mapa opisow ; be false 
OEO. Ov dAdo. eS 
ZO. Obxoür rjv uév cojíav adnOn Stdvotav Ñ- 
yoovra, тту бе apabiav evê Go£av ; 5 
GEO. Tí ш}; 
EQ. Ti оду, ё Протаудра, xpuaópe8a. TQ Aoyo ; 
morepov 4\09 paper cel rods avOpwrovs Soéakew, ў 1 dl 


потё pêv аА, more Sê wevdy ; ék auporépov уар M ma 
zov Évuflaive. pin del аА QAN ашфотєра avrovs то mk 
doéakew. скотє: уар, © Өєодоре, ei OA йу Tis TOV 
арфі IIporayópav 7 od avrós Suaudxeo дог ds ойде 
nyera érepos črepov ашаб? тє civar кой revî доба. 

OEO. 'AAX drıorov, © Xokpares. 

ZO. Kai uyv eis roro ye üv&ykns 0 Aóyos Ñket 0 15 


парто» Xpnuarov pérpov àvÜporrov Aéyov. 


OEO. [las ду ; 

EQ. "Отау av xpivas т! Tapa саотф mpos pe amo- 
Qaívy mepi twos доѓёар, сої uév ёт} roÜro karà TOV Asa mat- 
éxeivov Aóyov АӨ! caro, Hiv dé 8) rois GAAOLS зо men t 
тєрї rijs os kpioews потєроу ойк Єттї Kpirais "y€VÉ- judges of 
aba, ў ає сє kpivouev aAnOn Oo£a(ew ; 7) pupiot other's im- 
éxácroré cor páxovroi dvribofa(ovres, ńyoúpevor Prom 
wevd7 kpivew тє kai otea au ; 

ӨЕО. № rov Діа, © ZXóxpares, рала pupior as 
Sra, «civ “Opnpos, ot yé po rà 6 avOpdmrov 
тр«ушхта Trapéyovauw. 


7. 611] Bodl. Vat. рг. Ven. п. Homer says, and they give me 


тф Прфттубра. worlds of trouble.’ 
15. els тобто—буйукус— ке) 26. ppnow" Ounpos] Od. II. 121: 
* Is driven to this.' Тф viv dvoperées pdda џоріо: eia 


25. №) тд» Ala, à Zóx.] ‘Yes, ёі оїкф. 
truly, Socrates, I have oppo- та ё dvÜpémov mpéyuara) 
nents more than I can tell, as ‘A world of annoyance,’ lit. 
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ZO. Tí оди; BovAe r€ywpev ds ol TOTE саутф p. 170. 
uev adnOn Go£a(es, rois де pvpiow vyevài) ; 
OEO. "Eoikev ёк ye той Aóyov &váykr) elvat. 


For in- EQ. Tí 8ё avro Протауора ; ap’ ovyi avayrn, e 
stance,they t е; ap X 7K 
* 5: ¥ 
omdemn $ pev илбе avrog Qero uérpov eivai avOparrov џтдё oi 
4 
ora. тоАЛАо!, @отєр орде otovrat, undevi дү elvat TavTHY 
іворіпіоп A 
therefore т adnOeav Tv éxeivos eypaev; ei бє avros pêv p. 171. 
may " 2 
true for фето, то бе тАбоѕ из} сороієтои, olo bre тр®то 
im, but i 5 Е 
is false for pêv ócq TAeiovs ols uù бокєї 7 ols Soxei, тотойтщ 
all men al 
sides. Its то UGAAov оюк Єттї 7) Єттї». 
truth is to 
its false- OEO. 'Араукт, єтєр ye каб éxaorny Oofav 
hood, as y ` ЕД м 
опе man із ёта: Kal OUK ёстой. 
to all man- ^ a 
kind. But EQ. "Етета ye тойт ёҳє kouvyórarov' éxeivos iv 
further, in N^ € on s? ` ^ › " м 
ying тєрї Ts оўтой oihoews THY тди dvriðoġaćovtTæv oin- 
that they e с to^ 8 0 ^ 
thik rly, 15 си, Ñ €ketvov nyovvta WevderOu, ёруҳорє тоо 
^5 e ^ ^ у , 
teni ^ GAO eivar ópoAoyGv та дута доёабєш &ravras. 
i , 
rag thst GEO. Па pév oiv. 
* & ~ Ф a E 
күб EQ. Oùkoðv rjv avroð àv wevdyn Evyywpoi, el r» b 
holds them ^ e , э ¥ , e ^ > ^ 
in denying TOY "]yovuévov avrov WevderOar ороћоуєг adnOn 
that they 49 £7 . 
are wrong. eats 
Thus the 


OEO. 'Avayky. 


troubles, such as (i. e. the great- 
est that) can come from all 
men. Cf. /Eschin. c. Timarch. 
9: Td dê redevraiov дђсаутєѕ mpds 
тд» кіора aùròv тд» IerráAakov ёра- 
otiyour rûs ёё dvÜpómev mXmpyàs 
ойто moÀUv xpóvov Gore к.т.А. A 
somewhat similar use of av6po- 
тоу occurs in Soph. Phil. 305: 
Hod yàp rade év ra ракрф yé- 
vor’ ty дудротоу xpóvo. Also fr. 
CV. 110, 5 (Bekk.) : 'E£ 4›брф- 
mov tt mémovÓev, ‘ Respondet 
vulgare illud nostratium, alle 
menschenmigliche.’ Heind. 


4. Ti 8€ aùr IIporayópa ;] Se. 
ауйукт éoriv ; 

5. wndé—pnde] ‘If Protagoras 
himself also did not think во, 
nor yet the majority, as indeed 
they do not.’ 

8. соуроієтаг) This is present, 
because it has been asserted 
just above. 

I 3." Erecra—kopy/óraroy]* Now 
follows the most exquisite touch 
of all Cf. Rep. 558: Ti 86; 0 
mpadrns évíov rûv ÜwacÜévrov où 
корүт; xet SC, TO траура 8. б №- 
yos. 
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Serban ; 
OEO. Ор уар oiv. 
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ZO. Oi дє у алло où ёруҳородсш éavrovs yev- 


EQ. ‘O 8é у ад ороћоує? kai таутпи adnOn ттуу 


боёа> eÉ dv yéypadev. 
OEO. Paivera. 


EQ. ‘EE &mavrov apa ато Протауороо apkape- 


vov augirByrnoerat, padAov дё ото ye ékelvov po- 


Aoyjoerai, órav TH r&vavría Aéyovre Évyxopi) 4\0 


афто» doéatew, Tore kai 6 IIporayópas airos Evyyw- 


, , , ` , y 
е pjoerat uie кора pnTe Tov ётітоҳдита avOpwrov 


peérpov elvai pnde тєрї évòs od àv uù) рабу. ox 


v 
OUTOS ; 


OEO. Отто. 


ZO. Ovkoüv ered) augur Byreiras iro m&vrov, 


ovdevi àv eim 7 Протауороо adnbeva adnOns, ой тє 


M у э , ^» , 
тил аААф OUT AUTO єкєїө. 


GEO. “Ayav, à Xóxpares, Tov éraipov uov kaTa- 


Oéopuev. 


7. EÊ ánárrov ûpa] ‘So then, 
what we get from all is this.’ 
Cf. Soph. 245 : Tots 82 Drs 
Aéyovras аў Ócaréov, (y ёк тйутшу 
elBàpev бт: TÒ by той uù буто ovdev 
єйторфтєроу elmeiv б ті more ёттїу. 
Ar. Met. 988 A: Тосойтб› y 
Exopev e£ airay, Gri, к.т.А. The 
preposition is probably suggest- 
ed by e£ 5v immediately preced- 
ing. *On all hands, then, in- 
cluding Protagoras, it is disput- 
ed, or rather on his part it is 
admitted.’ 

9. drav—tvyyepnoera] These 
words are explanatory of ind 
éxeivou ópoħoynoera, and what 
follows, from pyre onwards, de- 
pends immediately on £vyxop5- 


сета, but really also on all that 
precedes. "The construction of 
в sentence is frequently thus 
disturbed by the introduction 
of an explanatory or appositional 
clause. Cf. Rep. p. 529: Où 
дилар Ado rt vopica: dvo. move 
ох)» ВХётєш раба f) éxeivo, ô dy 
тєрї TÒ д» re } Kai rò dóparov, dáv 
Té Tis dvo Keynvas Ñ като avupeuv- 
kas rûv ala Ünràr тї émxeipij pav- 
Odvew, ore pabeiv тотё фпш abróv, 
обтє ávo dÀÀà като abroU BAérew 
Thy улуту, küv €€ bmrías wéov ёр 
уў ù Фу ӨбаХатту pavOavy. 

18. “Ayav] * We are urging 
my friend too vehemently,’ 
* running him very hard.' 

xaraóéouev) De Legg. 806: 


unanimity 
of dissent is 
not broken 
even by 
Protago- 
ras himself. 


t5 The saying 
of Protago- 
ras is true 
for nobody. 


Could he 
ut his 
ead above 

the ground, 

no doubt 
he might 
convince us 
of much 
folly. But 
we have 
done our 
best. 

No one will 

deny that 

one man is 
wiser, and 
another 
less wise, 
than his 
neighbour. 

It is clear, 

too, that 
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EQ. 'AAAd rot, à die, GOnAov ci xai mapabéopev p. 171. 


^ ЕД , , , у , e^ 1 м 
TO орбоу. єікоѕ ye ара ékeivov pea Витєроу ovra. To- 
, е ^ 5 = ^ > P-A > ^ ЕД , 
$orepov nud civar Kai €i avrika évreldev араки d 
, ^ » , ^ a а, 2 эү / ^ 
péxpı той avxévos, ToAAG av épé тє éAéy£as Ародита, 


[4 ^ | ЖУ, ^ $4 ^ ^ Li » 
5 фу TO єікоѕ, Kal сє opoAoyoÜvra, KaTadus àv otyorro 


amotpéxov. GAA’ iv avayKn, olat, xpnoGar тунду 
auvrois, Отоїо{ Twés éa uev, Kal Ta Sokolvra ael ravra 
Aéyew. kal Sra kai viv аАЛо Tt pev opodoyeiv 
ay roro ye Ovrwoüv, TÒ evar a'ojórepov črepov éré- 


5 
то pov, elvat Sê kai apabéorepor ; 


OEO. *Epoi your докєї. 
ХО. °Н xai rary àv panora їотасбоа Tov Aóyov, 


Tl драсореу, Ф Krewia; тд» £évov 
éácop«v тђ» ®тартту pîv ойто ка- 
radpapeiy j 

т. 'ААа—а8т\оу) ‘But it does 
not appear that we are out- 
running what is right,’ i. e. 
I do not see that we are trans- 
gressing any rule of truth or 
fairness. Td òpĝóv means simply 
(as in Rep. 540: Td dp6dv тєрї 
т\єістоо momoápevot) ‘What is 
just and true.’ There is no ne- 
cessity therefore for making ma- 
paéeiv (with the accus.) mean ‘to 
swerve from.' 

2. elkós ye dpa] Socrates ad- 
mits that there is some ground 
for Theodorus remonstrance. 
‘It is reasonable, I grant, to 
presume that as he is older so he 
is wiser than we are.’ "Apa refers 
partly to what Theodorus has 
suggested, but chiefly gives em- 
phasis to éxeivov and the words 
that follow, and perhaps marks 
the illative connexion between 
them (mpeoßúrepov бута, aodóre- 
pov dpa elvai) ‘Indeed, when we 
come to think of it, Protagoras, 
being older, must be wiser than 
we are.' 


5. kal тё dpodoyoivra] Sc. An- 
podn. 

6. ФА ўр] Socrates returns 
to the charge with the second 
dA. 

7. та 8окойута] P. 154 : 'Eà» 
pêy rò доко?ь, к.т.А. Men. 83: 
"Ерогує докє ойто. 3. Kaas’ тд 
үйр со: Bokoüv roro @токр{уоу. 

12. тайту áv ийметта їттасба!] 
‘Will by preference take its 
stand (or will take its stand 
most resolutely) in this posi- 
tion, which we sketched out for 
it in our defence of Protagoras.' 
Or рота may be taken closely 
with ravry, ‘Hereabouts, as near 
as we can guess. Cf Parm. 
130 : órav тайт; отё. ‘The ar- 
gument' is more or less per- 
sonified, as so often in Plato, 
(сї. Rep. 484 : Au paxpoU twos 
BeEeAOdvros Aóyov. Ib. 503 : Tor- 
air’ ürra fy rà Aeyóueva тареё- 
буто kal mapaxadvrropévou TOU 
Aóyov,) and is the subject of £vy- 
xepnoera, eedjoa, броћоуђсє, 
and roAyjoee, in what follows. 
erasa. depends immediately 
on pûpuev. May there also be 
a slight play upon the word f 


р.172. 
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р. 171. 9 pets Отєурафаше» Bonfo)vres Протауора, os та 


е s ЛАФ ? 80 ^ , S y e 4 @ , 
MeV то a 7 KEL тит!) KAL єтї єкасто, єр, 


, , + е ^ , , * , , 
Enpa, yAvkéa, парта бета той тутоу Tovrov' ei дє 


mov ev тию: Evyxwpynoetar Siadeperv GAAov aAdov, 


^ ^ € ` ^ , , e Ф , ^ ^ 
Trepi та ууа kai voa cr) Geo àv pavat ur) Trav 5 


Ne ` 3 ^ 
yuvatov kai толбїоу kai Onpiov дё ikavov eiva iaoOat 


e A ^ е ^ ^ L4 СА 3 A , ^ ^ 
аўто ytyvàckov éavrQ то Uywwóv, GAAa ёртађба дї) 
аАЛоу dAXov Stapépev, eimep Tov ; - 

э ^ 
OEO. “Eporye Soket ойто. 


^ ^ ^ M » 
УО. Орюкой» каї тєрї поћтікои, kada uev Kai al- 


` ^ , ^ y y y ^ , е a 
сҳра Kat бїколо, Kat ад:ка ка ооа коі HN, оа ар 


e r + , ^ ^ , ' ^ ^ ` 
єкастт TOAS ой]бєйто. Өтүтол voutpa éavrT), Taira Kai 


3 ^ ах 6 , LA vO’ 1 iv Oe 
«wat TH) NUELA єкастт), KAL єў TOUTOLS MEV OUOEV 


, м , t > z у , 4 
coparepov ойтє ідготти iSudrovu ойтє поћи TroAews 
5 А , ёс ^ É , е ^M ^ ë , 
civar ev дє TO Evphepovta єттї} т pn Ẹvupepovra 

» ^ e , , ГА 
Tica Oat, vt avd’, cirep тоо, ad óuoAoyra e EvpBovdov 
, , e, 
тє EvpBovrov Suapépev каї ro\ews Oofav érépav 
e , ^ > , ^ , a , , 
єтєраѕ mpos adnOeav, Kai ovk av паро TOÀjugoeue 
^ ^ № ^ , ^ е 
b poan а б> Onra modis Évudépovra. oinOeioa air}, 
` ^ ^ LU » ^ 
таутду д@ААо» raUra каї Évvoícew. dAX' éket ob 


* This unstable theory will make 
a stand hereabouts if anywhere.' 
See also Thuc. VI. 34 : Проғ rà 
Aeydpeva kai al yvàpas taravrat. 

I. j ўр imeypáyyauev Bon- 
Boùvres Hpwrayópa) This ‘new 
wave’ of discussion rises upon 
the last, pp. 167, 168: Kara рё» 
cópara larpoUs Aéyo, ara дё фота 
yewpyovs——trais troh€ot Ta xpn- 
ora дуті rûv mopar Bixaa Bokeiv 
elva тоу. êrel olá y ду кастр 
mode дікша kal ка\а докӯ, тайта 
xal elva айт, fos dy avrà корі. 
The argument is beginning to 
relax a little under the influ- 
ence of the ауабд» xai калд» 
thrown carelessly in, p. 157. 

6. kai Onpiov 8] ‘Nay, even 


every inferior animal.' 

то. Otxoty—rrepi томт‹кф»] Тһе 
distinction in the case of sensi- 
ble things between the impres- 
sions of sense, and the know- 
ledge of what is good, is evi- 
dent enough. The analogous 
distinction in the case of things 
moral and social is less obvi- 
ous. See, amongst other pas- 
sages, Rep. 505: Ti 8; róðe où 
bavepdv, ûs дікша piv каї кала 
то\Аої dv £Aowwro rà докоўута кйу 
р) Û Spas тайта mpdrrew kai xe- 
ктўсдаг xai Soxeiv, dyaba 8 obden 
ётї арке rà Soxoivra ктасбаи, dÀ- 
Aa rà óvra (тойс, rjv 8 Oófav 
évraiba фт más drafter ; 


о 


the 
strength of 
the posi- 
tion lies in 
the region 
of sensible 
things, 
which we 
made the 
basis of our 
defence of 
Protagoras. 


(Transi- 
tion to the 
conception 
of the good.) 


If the the- 
ory would 
concede 
any thing, 
it would be 
this, that 
all are not 
equally 
judges of 
what is 
wholesome: 
and in the 
case of 
states, that 
although 
20 honour and 


tn 


justice аге 
matters of 
convention 
merely, yet 
in deciding 
what is ex- 
pedient, 
mistake is 
possible 
both to in- 
dividuals 
and states. 
This is 
the atti- 
tude of 
some who 
have par- 
tially relin- 
quished the ' 
Protago- 
rean doc- 
trine. They 
offer us a 
new and 
important 
handle for 
discussion. 
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^ e , 
rey, év rois Sixaiors кої adixors kai doiows kal аро- p. 172. 


IIAATONOZ 


, е у 
giois, є@ёАХоот/ ioXxvpíteaÜm. ws ovk ёст: pce 


^ A e a у ` ^ ^ , 
avrGv ovdev ovoiav éavroU €xov, МАА то кош doav 


^ , э M , v , \ = à 
ToUro yiyverar adnbés Tore бта» доЁр kal ócov àv 


докӯ vpovo } бео. ye 07) ud партатасі Tov Про- 
s бок} xpovov. kai dao ye 7) и) p 


, , ГА Ф , M , м 
rayopov Aoyov Aéyovauv, WOE то THY Topiav ayovat. 


Aóyos бе nds, © Өєодорє, єк Aoyov, peior Ё ёЛат- 


, 
Tovos, kataAapPavet. 


GEO. Ovkoiv cyornv &yopev, à Eóxpares ; 
o ХО. Pawoueda. kai moAAdxig иби ye 8), à ĉar- 


, ^ у , 6-4 ^ ^ H » / 
оше, кої aAXOTE karevonaa, атар KAL VUV, WS ELKOTWS 


oi év rais prAocopiats moàùv xpovov Suarpipavres eis 


rà дікастура iovres yeAoior patvovrat pyropes. 
GEO. Поѕ ù oiv Aéyes ; 


2. оосо icxupiferda] He 
drops the figure, and passes 
from what the ‘argument’ would 
naturally say, to what certain 
persons, who are presently de- 
fined, actually do say. For a 
somewhat similar transition to 
an indefinite plural, cf. Gorg. 
457: Ои, ф Topyía, xai сё êu- 
metpov elvai TOAAGY Абуов» ка} kaĝ- 
-ewpakévat év avrois TÒ тоуде, бті 
ob paüies divavra тєрї by йу ёті- 
хер]сос: SiaréyerOar Öiopirápe- 
vot mpos GdAnAous Kal padvres каї 
dddkavres éavroùs ойто Siadver Oba 
rûs guvovolas—xal Eno ye тє\єү- 
ravres (cf. каї doo: ye in the pre- 
sent passage) к.т.А. 

6. т)» софіау dyover}] Cf. Men. 
p. 80: 'Opás roUrov ws épurruxóv 
Adyov karáyes ; 

Aristotle (Met. 1008 A), uses 
the expression, rois тд» Протауб- 
pov Xéyovat Aóyov. The digression 
which follows is not merely an 
ornament. As in the Sophista 
the philosopher and the sophist 


are the counterpart of being and 
not-being respectively, so here 
the man of the world and the 
philosopher represent the con- 
trast between the life of sense 
and the life of knowledge. 
There are similar digressions 
in the Phzedrus and Protagoras. 

9. Oixobv a xoXjv dyouev] Com- 
pare the opening of the digres- 
sion in the Phedrus, туом} ue» 
8) ós €owe—, and Cic. de Am. V: 
Et sumus, ut dixit Fannius, 
otiosi. 

12. & rús pAocopias] ‘In 
scientific pursuits.’ Supr. p.144: 
Teaperpiay ў twa GAnv horo- 
фїа›. Tim. 88: Movo каї má- 
on pirocopia. He takes com- 
mon ground with Theodorus. 
Cf. infr. p. 173: Та re yas iré- 
vepOe xal rà ётїтєба yeoperpoüca, 
obpavoU тє Опер ёстроуоробса. 
Compare with the whole pas- 
sage the opening words of the 


Apology. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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ZO. Kuwóvvevovauw oi év dicaornpiow Kai rois ToL- 


, ^ ^ > 
ойто ёк ёш» KvAwdovpevot mpos Tous év ф:Лософіа 


` a a ^ , G Мт. ` 
d кої т) то!йдє д:атрцЗ) TeOpappevovs ws oikerat Tpos 


&AevÜepovs тєдрафбои. 
OEO. Пӯ 2; 


е ^ ? ^ ^ ^ 3 LAS , 
ZO. “He rois uév, тобто 0 ov eines, аєі парєсті 


с AL ` \ м › эў » 8 An 
хо 7 KAL TOUS oyovs ev €upnv) ETL oxo. 17$ TOt- 


^ A е ^ ^ f э , D , 
ойуто, @стєр "uei vvvi rpirov 10) Aoyov єк Aoyov 


, e^ sv ` N 
pera\auBavopev, ойто kakeivot, eav avrovg 0 єтєАӨш» 


той прокєциєроо paddAov, Kabarep "us, @ресүү kai 


2. ёк véwy xvdwdotpevor] ‘Who 
have been jostled about from 
their youth.’ Compare Aristo- 
phanes’ mepírpippa. дікёу. (Nub. 
447): cf. Dem. de Cor. 269. 

xvAwdovpevne] The word ex- 
presses contempt. Cf. Rep. 479: 
Mera тоу xvAwbeirat. 

3. mpds éAev&cpovs] Soph. 253 
(referring to this): *H mpós Ads 
€ddbopev els rv tay éAevÜépov ép- 
mecóvres ётиттпити, kal xuvduvev- 
oue» (nroivres тду cotarî mpó- 
тєро» dvevpnkévat tov фи\бтофо>; 
Rep. 499: Oùdé ye ad Aóyov, à 
paxdpte, кайф» тє kai éAevÜépov 
ikavós ётткоо. yeydvacw, otov. (- 
rew pêy тб dÀAyÜés x. v.À. 536: 
Ovdsey pabnua pera доућеіаѕ тд» 
€devOepov xpi) pavOdaveer—and the 
whole image of the cave with 
its captives and their liberation. 
See also Aristot. Met. I. 2: Añ- 
Хо» оўу ws дг ойдешау abró (nroi- 
pev xpeiay érépav, GAN’ ûs ávÜpo- 
mos фан» edevOepos ó avroð €vexa 
xai р) dÀXov dv, ovrw xal arn 
иби} éAevÜépa одса rûv émorn- 
pov. 

8. rpírov fê Adyov ёк Афуоо] 
‘We are for the third time be- 
ginning a fresh argument.’ The 
first fresh Aóyos was the criti- 
cism of Protagoras and his de- 


fence ; the second begins where 
Theodorus is induced to ac- 
cept Socrates’ challenge (see the 
words, p. 168, а? rovrov róv А- 
yov); the third arises with the 
mention of the wholesome and 
expedient, and the partial sup- 
porters of Protagoras. 

9. ойто Kdxeive] Se. peradap- 
Bávovew This part of the sen- 
tence (from óemep—) is in ap- 
position with what precedes. 
Cf. supr. 171: Tore xal б IIpor., 
and note; also Rep. 557: Kw- 
Swe jv 8 éyó, kahier айт) 
тфу томтефу elva Фостер ipáriov 
moov mügiw avec. rerotkApé- 
vov oUro xai айтт mücuw ўдєсі me- 
TouuAuévQ Kaddicrn dv фаіото. 
Also ib. p. 532 : Ойто xai бта» 
ris T StaréyerOa ётіҳерӯ, dvev 
татфу ràv alaOnoewv бий тоў Aó- 
you ёт’ aùrò ô gorw брий, kal uù 
drost npiv av abró ô ёсті dya- 
Ov айт росе: Aáßn, ёт avrov 
ylyverat тф той ротой réÀet, фттєр 
éxeivos eml rà ro) братоў. 

IO. кабатер pûs] Such slight 
redundancies are natural in con- 
versation. 

' dpéoxew seems to govern the 
accusative with the meaning to 
satisfy. The whole sentence is 
in construction with "Ни. 


02 


= 


(Digression.) 
Before en- 
tering 
upon this, 
however, 
we pause 
to reflect 
upon the 
happiness 
and free- 
dom of the 
paeem 
ife, which 
has leisure 
to take up 
fresh topics 
or to lay 
them down 
at will. 
Not so the 


mind which 
is exercised 
in the 
courts of 
law. The 
one is the 
training of 
a freeman, 
the other 
of aslave— 
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dia paxpav 7) Bpaxéov péet ovdev Aéyew, àv povov p. 172. 


IIAATONOX 


, ^» e % 3 > , э СА 
TUXcGL TOU OvrOS. ol дє év асҳоћа тє det Aéyouat’ 


ГА х е er ` > > ^ ^ Ф А 
катєтєує yap 0дор péov, kai ovk €yxopet тєрї ol av е 


» a , 
erOvunowat Tovs Aoyous rotetodat, adr’ avayKny 


v €.» , » ГА ^ е * 
5 €x@v 0 артідіко єфестткє kai vroypadrv mapavayt- 


, ^ ^ 
yvockouévQw, Ov kròs ov puréov (nv ауторосіау 


каЛодси”) oi Sê Аоуо: del тєрї биобойАоо mpos дє- 


1 , v e 
ттотту кабтудеуоь, év дєрї Twa Sik» €xovra, kal oi 


^ M ^ 
ayaves о0дётотє THY @ААХш< GAN’ del THY тєрї avrov: 


modAakis дё kal mept yuxns 0 Spopos’ dor’ 6 &m&v- p. 173. 


I. dia ракрё» ў Bpaxéov] See 
Polit. 286. 

4. dvéyxnv] Hesych.: ’Avdyxn’ 
ў Ğıxacrıx) KAeyidpa. Pollux 
VIII. 17: "Evo 8 ofovra kai 
dváykqv oxedos elvat дікастікбу. 
The 1айег quotation expresses 
doubt. May not the notion men- 
tioned by the grammarian have 
arisen from the present passage? 
The structure of the sentence 
(re—xai) forbids our identifying 
dváyxņ here with the clepsydra, 
which has been already alluded 
to. It is rather *the strong 
arm of the law,’ which the ad- 
versary could bring to bear, if 
the speaker wandered from the 
indictment. * But the other sort 
are always pressed for time: 
for the ebbing water hurries on 
the speaker: and he has no li- 
berty to follow whither fancy 
leads him, but the adversary is 
at hand to wield over him the 
resistless logic of coercion, 
holding a written outline of the 
points to which he must con- 
fine himself, which forms .a 
running commentary to his 
oration.’ 

6. bv ёктдѕ ob р.) tmoypadny 
retains its verbal force nearly 


as if it were broyeypappéva, but 
is not the antecedent to Фу. 
See p. 147, note on бто. 

ў» dvr@pociay xadovew] ‘What 
they call their affidavits.’ The 
affected unfamiliarity with legal 
terms is in good keeping. Com- 
pare Rep. 400: Kal, as ёуфши, 
ТарВоу kai rw’ Gddov троҳаїо» Фуб- 
pate. 

7. frpós 8еттбтту] Not simply 
the dxacrns, but rather djpos or 
vónos, which he represents. Com- 
pare the passages in the Repub- 
lic in which Ajpos is spoken of as 
the master of the ship (488), as 
the great sophist (492), and as a 
mighty beast (493); and cf. Eu- 
thyphr. p. 2 : "Epxera: каттууорту- 
co» pov, стер mpós urrépa, mpds 
rjv ту. Also Herodotus VII. 
104 (of the Spartans): "Ereor: 
yap сфе Beomórns, vópos, тд» bmo- 
Setpaivovar 0X Ere páAXov, ў ої 
coi cé. Pindar ПІ. 38: Nópos 
rávrov Bacteis. 

8. rwa іку) So Bodl. Vat. 
Ven. Пп. ‘Some cause or other.’ 

kai of dyaves] ‘And the trial 
is never for an indifferent stake, 
but always immediately con- 
cerns the speaker.’ 

IO. лєрї фоҳӯє б Opópos] Il. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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, м ^ , , 
p. 173. Tov rovrov ÈVTOVOL kal Spipeis yiyvovTat, Єтїттацєуо 


тд» Oca rórgv oye тє Өютєйтол kai ё apia ac au 
omorny Aoyq re Owrredioat кої py ҳар у 
^ M ^ , > ^ ` , ^ ` L4 
сшкрої д2 каї ойк орбої ras Yuxks. тт yap av&yv 
^ ^ , , ^ ` , , e , , , 
kai TO evÜv тє каї то єАєобєрор т Єк véov OovAeia 


> 1 » , + , , 
adnpnta, avaykaQovca mparrew скоћ№ма, ueyáAovs 5 


, е ^ ^ , 
xwwdvvous Kai фоВоуѕ ёт: amadais Wyvyais émiaA- 
^ » , ^ ^ , $ -9 ^ 
Aovca, ods ov Suvvapevor pera тоў Sixaiov kai aAvOoUs 
е , ^ ^ ` / 
бтофереш, evOds ёті то Weidos тє Kal то аААзуАоу< 
^ , 
avraüueiv TpeTopevor тоАА& kaumTOVTOL Kal GVy- 


XXII. 161 (of Achilles and He- 
ctor): "Eel ойх lepniov, oùðè Bo- 
«inv dpvicênv, d тє посс\»у а\№а 
ylyverar dyüpày: ААА тері Yuxîs 
8éov"Exropos іттодарою. In He- 
rodotus the metaphor is already 
softened down, VIL 57: Пері 
€avrod tpéxwv (said of Xerxes). 
Aristoph. Vesp. 375: Horw ĝa- 
кє» rv кардќау kai ràv тєрї Woxijs 
Spdpov драџеі». The expression 
Thv тєрї abro), is suggested by 
THY Drws. (rjv ФААоѕ Bodl. p.m.) 

I. fvrova xai Spyseis] ‘Keen 
and shrewd.’ 

3. THY yàp абёту — ё\ефбєро>] 
* Of all mental growth, and all 
honest and liberal culture ;’ ‘ of 
self-respect and the spirit of 
upright independence.’ Both 
meanings are expressed in the 
Greek. 

7. obs ob доуйреуог) ‘Not being 
able to undergo these consist- 
ently with righteousness and 
truth, they betake themselves 
immediately to falsehood, and 
to avenging themselves on one 
another by wrong, and so are 
repeatedly bent and stunted; 
whence they pass from youth 
to manhood with no soundness 
in their mind, but supposing 
themselves to have become ca- 
pable and accomplished men.’ 


Cf. Rep. 519: *H otrw éwevdn- 
kas тфу Aeyouévov торф» pêv 
copay 8ё, фу дро pêv BAére rd 
Wuxdpwv каї ófées op rara 
ёф' å тётратта, ós ob фату 
€xov тї» бүлө, какїа $' пуаукасџќ- 
vov ®ттретеї' Gore боф dy Šó- 
Tepov В\ёт тосойтф mÀeím какй 
épya(ópevoy———To)ro pévros jv Ў 
€yó, тд rîs rouairns discos el ёк 
maidds «000 xomrópevov терієкбттр 
rois ris yevéoews avyyeveis беттер 
porvBdidas, at 8) додаї тє xai 
rûv тоойтоу»> )дораїѕ тє Kal Arxveicus 
тросфоєїѕ yryvopevat, тєрї Ta като 
orpépover thy тїз Yuxns бум», 
K. T. À. 

9. ro\\û Kdprrovrat Kal 0 vykAàv- 
ra} ‘Are continually thwart- 
ed and cramped in their 
growth.’ Rep. 495 : 'AreXéis uev 
Tas ces, ind дё rûv rexvàv те 
xdi Bavavciàv orep тй cópara 
AelóBnvra: ойто xai rûs Yrvxàs 
Evyxexhacpévos тє kai. атотебриџц- 
pévar 8:4 tas Bavavolas rvyxávov- 
ow. 611: Teĝeápeĝa pévros ба- 
keıuévo» aùró, Somep of róv ба- 
Aárriov TÀavkórv ópõvres ойк dy êre 
padios abro) orev rjv dpxaíav 
фоси, ітд тоў ré re maÀaià тод 
cóparos pépn rà pêv ёккек\асда, 
rà д ovvrerpipOat kal mavros Ne- 
№Вӱсби (rà rûv Kupdrev. 


Whose 
mind be- 
comes in- 
evitably 
dwarfed 
and crook- 
ed and 
servile 
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^ LÀ Pt ^ S01 м ^ *, , 
KAdvrat, бо@ буі ооду éxovres THs Stavoias eig р. 173. 


y > + ^ , ^ ^ 

&драѕ Єк pepakiwv reXevrógt, Óewot тє kai софої 

, t y ^ © ^ ^ ^ 3 

yeyovores, ws оїоутш. Kat ойто: pev dn тоойто, e 
, ^ ^ ^ e , ^ , , 

Өєеобөрє* rovs дє той nuerépov ҳоро? morepov BovAet 

, ^ ЕДА , aN ` , , 

s dueAOortes 7) єастартєѕ пали єті rov Àoyov трєто- 

е M POM ^ \ әуе , ^ ^ 

peda, iva ux) Kai, û viv dn éAéyouev, Ма» тоА® TH 

> , ^ , ^ , , 

cAevOepia kai peradn er тди Aoyov karaxpopeOa. ; 


^ 3 
"Turn we OEO. M»óauós, © Xoxpares, @АА& д:єАбортєѕ. 
now from , \ 3 ^ » e › * ^ бо» ^ 
them ; and mavu yàp єй roUro «руках, бт. ойу тре oi ev THe 
et us sti á A ۴ 
use our тотофде yopevovres THY Aóyov Umnpérat, GAA’ oi Aóyot 
liberty to ee 7 ” > 7 mE x ^ 
describe oi тиєтєрог отер olkérai, Kal ёкастоѕ aUrv Tepi- 
the leaders А $ ^ " € ^ ^ м \ 
of our own lever azroreAea vat бта» nuiv док)’ ойтє yap діка- 
band. 


M , 4 ^ 
aTns ore Ücar)s, @OTEP vroujrais, єтітцит)с ои Te kai 
apkov émwraré тар Naiv. 


They know | 5 
nothing of 
politics and 


, е ^ 
ZO. Aéyoyev dy, ds coiev, érel со! ye докєг, epi 
^ , $ , *^ y , , 
тд» kopvjaiev: тї yap av tis ToUs ye pavos ĝa- 


4. тофу 8€ Tov Zuerépov ҳоро?) 
Pheedr. 247: d6óvos yàp tho 
Belov yopoŭ torara. Polit. 291: 
°’ Hupeyvépca xariüóv róv тєрї rà 
rûv móAeov mpáypara xopóv. The 
metaphor is continued in the 
words oi ev rà тофдє xopevovres, 
—otre Ocarns фотер moujrais — 
тєрї тф> корофаіоу—. 

5. беМ\Өдүтє<] The expression 
is a little confused: for the 
words тай» éri тд» Aóyov rperá- 
реда, as understood with &wà- 
Éóvres, are unemphatic, while in 
the second part of the clause 
they are emphatic. Probably but 
for the attraction of the other 
participle, deA@dvres would have 
been deA@wopev. (Coisl. тратфр.) 

fácavres] Since here, as in 
the Sophista, we have stumbled 
prematurely on the philosophic 
life. 

6. тӯ éXevÜepia. kai per.] ‘Our 


freedom, which consists, as we 
have said, in the power of 
ranging from one topic to an- 
other. Cf. Tim. 26: каї ri dy 
Ф Kpuria, padAov dvrl rovrov pe- 
radaBomev; Polit. 257: Arava- 
mavowpev avrüv peraXaBóvres aù- 
ToU Tov cvyyvpvagr)v тбуде Zw- 
kpárr ; Кабатер eles, pera- 
Adufave. 

II. of ўрётерог) oi is suspicious. 
If genuine, it still belongs to 
the predicate,—‘ our servants,’ 
i.e. those which, as philosophers, 
we have. 

тєрє] ‘Waits our plea- 
sure for its completion.’ 

I3. ётатціђсоу) * Stands over 
us to criticise and to compel.’ 

15. ós €oxev] The sentence 
continues as if Aéyouev had been 
Aexréov. 

16. тоў; pavdws diarpiBovras év 
progogia Аеёуо‹] év ф. is empha- 





ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 


, ’ , L Ф L , , 
р. 173. TPiBovras ev prAocopig A€yor ; Oro O€ тоу єк véov 
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^ ^ » , ` ЕД v ^ t , 01 ov 
d prov pev eis ayopay ойк їстас: тти 000v, о0дє отоу 


Sixacrnpiov ў BovAevrijpiov т] Tt kowüv AAO THs тб- 


Acos avvéOpiov" vópovs де kal Wnpiopara deyoueva 


E , y бол y > , ` 
7 yeypappeva ovre Op@atv ойтє aKovovat. стоудой 5 


^ * f ^ ` 
де érouperdv ér apxas кої cvvodot каї Setrva kai aov 


^ rat LÀ , , 
avAntpiot kGjuot ovde буар Tparrew просістата 


» ^ 3 Va ^ ГА › , ^ , 
avrois. єй de 7 kakQs TL yéyovev у толе, N TL TQ 


какду Єттї Єк Tpoyovov yeyovos ў mpos avdpav 7) 


tic, i. e. ‘in such a pursuit.’ For 
an account of these gentry, see 
Rep. 489 —496., where they 
are called птартбиуро—ӧстер oi 
ёк rûv elpyuûv els rà iepà drodi- 
Spdcrorres, к.т. № 

1. OČro: 8 rov] Compare the 
less ironieal description in the 
Republic 488 : vógeov yap Torov- 
Tov} yevópevov, к.т.А. The con- 
tradiction between philosophy 
and common life is here stated 
in its most paradoxical aspect. 
Nor do there appear any fea- 
tures of the transcendental phi- 
losopher. (V. infr. rà» бутш» 
ёкбстоо ddov.) We find a trace 
of him for the first time in the 
Sophist, as of the ideal king in 
the Politicus. 

5. omovdal 8ê, к.т. A.) * But 
the ambitious striving of poli- 
tical clubs for power, and pub- 
lic meetings and banquets and 
revellings with minstrelsy, are 
actions which do not occur to 
them even in dreams.' 

For a similar * nominativus 
pendens, cf. Rep. 532: 'H & ye 
Avors: 7 rpaypareía tay rexvàv 
тафти ҳе: rjv Sivau». The 
irregularity is softened in the 
present instance by the fact that 
the earlier part of the sentence 
forms a sort of collective no- 


M 





minative to mpocicrara, With 
this list of ‘ worldly goods,’ 
compare Rep. 491: mdvra rà 
Aeyópeva ayabd, каћћоѕ kal mÀoU- 
Tos kalloxis cóparos kal Évyyé- 
vea ёрәрёт ё móXe xal mávra 
Ta rovrov oikeia. 

6. érapeav) * Clubs’ or 
‘leagues.’ See Rep. 365: ém 
yàp rù AavOavew Evvepogias re kai 
éruipeias muváĝopev—. Thucyd. 
VIII. 54: Kal ó péy Heícavüpos 
Tás re Évvopoaías, aimep érixyxavov 
mpdrepov év тӯ moder oboa éri ĝi- 
ras Kal dpxaîs, тата; ёте\бо», 
k. T. 4. : and Arnold’s note. 

8. т: yéyovey] So the Bodleian 
and several other MSS. But 
Clement in quoting the passage 
reads ris with the majority of 
manuscripts. This, however, 
may easily have arisen out of 
what follows. Stallbaum says, 
‘Si quis alius, certe philosophus 
scit, quid recte, quid secus in 
republica fiat.’ But if he is 
ignorant of what is passing, 
how can he judge of it? See 
above, vópovs д xai Ynpicpuara 
к.т. A. The fate of Archimedes 
would be an illustration of what 
is meant. It is true that we 
cannot imagine Socrates to 
have been ignorant (e. g.) of 
the mutilation of the Hermae. 


public life, 
still less of 
revels and 
intrigues 
for power. 


The philo- 
sopher's 


ignorance 
of these 
things, 

and of his 
neighbour's 
pedigree, is 
not ironical 
but real. 
His body is 
at home in} 
the city, 
but hia 4 
mind is 
traversing 
"the earth 
and hea- 
ven, сош- 
passing the i5 
whole of 
everything. 


tn 
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yovaikQv, padAov avrov AéAnfev % oi THs Oadarrns р. 173- 


IIAATONOZ 


, , ^ , , 5 
Aeyouevot Xoes. kai тафта парт olê бт: ойк older, е 


5 Or \ э ~ э , ^ , ^ , 
older” о00 yàp arav атєҳєтои ToU єйбдок!дєї» ҳари, 


аллга ~ у ` ^ АЎ > ^ JÀ a ves 
а то оит: TO сора MOVOV EV TT) толе: KELTAL au 


Tou кої єлїбтшєї, 7) бє dvora, rara парта nynoa- 


, \ ` ^8. А m / ^ , 
pev OMIKpa KAL OUOEV, ат!датаса, партах) фєрєта: 


` , , ^ е , ^ ^ › , 
ката Подароу, та тє yas vnévepÜe kai та erireda 


уєюрєтродса, ovpavod тє Ürep астроџородса, каї 


^ , 1 СА = y , 
пбса» парт фиси épevvojuévr TOV дутои єкастоо p. 174. 


v , ^ , ^ 0١ eon ^ 
dAou, eis TÀv €yyUs ovdev айттуу соукабієіса. 


I. oí rîs баћаттуѕ Aeyóuevot 
xées}] Aristid. Or. III. Т. т. p. 
зо. ed. Dind. : rò Aéyew тєрї тоџ- 
Tow Kal éyyepéiv Gomep dy el tus 
ekapOpeicba fBoUAovro robs ҳбаѕ 
rîs Oadarrns. (Stallb.) 

3. o08€ yàp айтор dréxerat roi eù- 
Soxipeiv xápw] Cf. Ar. Eth. N. IV. 
3,$$27,28. (of the high-minded 
man)—rmpós rà ёта pù) lévar— 
«роуа трд robs mroAXovs. 

6. áruiácaca] Cf. Rep. 496: 
й ё сшкрӣ ra Grav peyddn 
фух) pup xal driiácaca rà rhs 
тф\єю$ trepidn’ Враҳо 8 ro тї 
kai dm GdAns réxvns Ókaíos dri- 
pácay evdves ёт айттуу йу ёАбо. 

7. ката Iliv8apov]) The frag- 
ment is thus quoted by Clem. 
Alex. Str. Y. 707 : mérara xarà 
Піудароу ras тє yas tmévepbev où- 
pavo) re Urep dotpovopay, kal mâ- 
cay тйтп фоси épevrápevos. (v. l. 
épevvópevos.) He seems to have 
had the poet's words, as well as 
this passage, in his mind. Plato 
therefore seems to have changed 
nérara into the more prosaic 
péperau, (mérera occurs as а mar- 
ginal reading,) and to have in- 
troduced the words каї rà èri- 
reda уєорєтроёса, (perhaps also 


астроуороёса,) in compliment to 
Theodorus, adding rûv дутор éxá- 
arov к.т.\. Plato almost always 
thus weaves quotation with his 
own language, and accommo- 
dates the poet’s measures to 
the rhythm of prose ; e. g. Rep. 
365 : mórepov дка reixos Ujriov ў 
скоћоѕ dmáraig dvaBüs kal epav- 
rûv ойто mepibpáfas давио ; ib. 
364.: тӯе 8 dperis para беої 
тротаробеу› &Ünkav xai twa óðòv 
paxpdy te каї dvávry. Protag. 
340: Grav 86 ris айтп els акрду 
ixnra, pridi 8 ўтета теш, 
xarerny тєр ёойсау, ёктїтӨш. 

та te yas] Bodl rare. Is 
it possible that Plato wrote ras 
re, as in the quotation of Cle- 
ment? This seems probable, 
when it is considered that ra 
ётітеда «.r.\. is an afterthought, 
to which the transition as the 
words stand in the text is 
somewhat abrupt ; and also 
that the term yewperpotca is 
more naturally applicable to 
the surface of the Earth. 

9. rûv óvrov éxdorov Sov} 
“О yàp cuvorriunds diadexrixds, б 
& ил, об. (Rep. 537.) See the 
humorous illustration of this in 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
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P.174. ӨЕО. Пф тодто Aéyes, © Xoxpares ; 


ХО. "Остер кой Gadrjv астроуоџодьта, à Oeo- 
доре, kai dum BAérovra, тєсорта eis фрёар, Oparra 
Tis €upeAns kai xapieaaa Oepazrauvis amookayat Aé- 


х ~ ^ ` 
yerat, Os та pèv Ev ойрауф пробоџоіто eidévat, та 


$ éumpoaÓev афтод kai mapa modas AavOavor avrov. 


$13 Non ^ ^ э ^4 , е > 
ravrov бє apket ox@ppa émi wavras осо: év dido- 
b , 8 , ^ ` v ` ^ t ` 
copia бихуоот!. TQ уар бут: TOv ToLovTOY O pev 
, ^ot , , > / v , 
mAnoiov kai о yeirov A€AnOev, ov povoy 0 Tt тратте, 
, v м , 
QAX оћ№уоо kai €i ардротоѕ ётт ту тї GAAO Өрєршаг 
, , э >) ^ LÀ ^ , ^ , , 
ті O€ mor єттї» avOpwros Kai ті TH топайтү Qvo 
, + ^ M. ^ Ф , 
mpoonke. бихфороу TOV ahAwy тош 7) татуучу, 


(rel re kal mpaypar’ exer Seepevvdpevos. pavOavers 


yap mov, ё Өєодорє. Ñ où; 
OEO. "Eyeye каї «Абр Aéyes. 
TQ. Тоуарто, © dire, idia тє cvyytyvopevos 6 


the Republic, 474 : on ôv dy 
Paper peciv ri, Bei arrva: айтд», 
ёд» dpOds №еуђта, où тд pêv Qi- 
Aoüvra éxeivov, тд dê рт, dÀÀà rûv 
crépyovra, к. т.\. And ib. 486: 
Фуаутиртатоу opixpodoyia Yux] 
pedAoven ToU Shov xal mavrós dei 
ёторєсбда Oeiov re kal дуброті- 
vov.—j oiv ©тарде: diavoia peya- 
Aempémea xai бешрїа mavrós pêv 
xpóvov, тісте 8 ovcias, olóv тє 

_ole rovro рёуа т doxeiv elvat тфу 
dvÓpómivov Biov; ov, ‘In its 
universal aspect.' 

(10.) els rûv éyyos] * Not low- 
ering herself to contemplate any 
of the things surrounding her.' 

Өрётта tis] Өрӧтта» a patria 
ancillam hanc dicit.  éuueAje 
autem h.l. ad leporem et ve- 
nustatem in jocando trahendam 
docuit Ruhnken. ad Longin. 
p. 261. Fabellam hinc forte 


duxit Laért. I. 34. (Heind.) 

Do not the epithets rather 
refer to the slave's neatness in 
her own department? у. торф 
kai df€ws p. 175. ‘A trim and 
dainty Thracian handmaid.' 

7. тайтду дё дркєї скёрра] ‘The 
same piece of гаШегу does not 
fail to apply, —' will serve—.’ 
For the metaphorical use of 
аркеїў émi, cf. Soph. Ant. 611: 
тб т ётета kal rò péddov xai тд 
mp ётаркёте. vóuos ode. 

For the application of the 
скӧрџа in the mouth of an 
enemy, see the speech of Cal- 
licles in the Gorgias, 484 sqq., 
which presents many points of 
similarity to the present pas- 
sage. 

її. rj тоайту ф.] Sc. dvÓpo- 
mvn. 


P 


He is 
laughed at 
by ordinary 
people, as 
hales was 
by the 
Thracian 
maid-ser- 
vant, For 
knowing 
nothing of 
his neigh- 
bour, while 
he searches 
into the 
nature of 
man, he 
appears 
helpless in 
public and 
private life, 
having no 
topics for 


boasting : 
thinking of 
a king 
merely as 
the shep- 
herd of a 
trouble- 
some flock, 
who for 
want of lei- 
sure must 
be a clown: 
looking 
upon broad 
acres as a 
narrow 
strip of 
earth: and 
on high pe- 
digree as 
but a single 
reach in an 
endless 
river. 
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^ e 7 ^ , L4 1 wv 
TOLOÛŬTOS Єкастф Kal Önuociq, orep арҳоџероѕ €Aeyov, p.174. 
бтау év дікасттрі 1 mov &@АХоб: àvaykacÓ; тері ° 


ITAATQNOS 


Tav пара Todas kai rÀv ev óffaAuois Siadrdyer Oat, 


yéAwra Tapéye ov povoy Oparrais dAÀà кой TQ 


э. у , , , ^ ^ > , , , 
5 алАф охАф, eie péara re kai пбсау аторіау euti- 


пто» йтд атеріаѕ, кой ў астутиосуи) Sewn, Sokav 
aBerrepias парєҳоиёл). év тє yap rais oWopias 
idtov exer ойде» ovdéva AowWopeiv, ат ойк eis kakòv 


Jat 3 ` > ^ ` + , ^ з 
ovdev ovdevos єк TOU шт ueueAernkévav. атори оди 


^ , v м ^ , [A ^ ^ ^ 
10 уєЛоѓоѕ Qaiveraw єў Te тоў €maivoig каї rais TOV d 


алои ueyaAavxíats, ov простопјтоѕ, аАА& TH дут! 


yeAdv evdndos yiyvópevos Anpwons докє eivai. TU- 


, 4 A , > / Y ^ 
pavvov тє yap |) BaciAéa €ykojua(ouevov ёра Tav 


, Ф z à , м , 
vouéov, otov суВотти, 1) поциёра, 7 Twa BovKodov 


1. ётер dpxdpevos EXeyov] These 
words refer only to 8nuocíg. 

5. els фрќата) ‘ Into pitfalls 
and all manner of perplexity.' 
Supr. 165. тд Aeyépevov év ppéart 
cvvexópevos. 

6. т doxnpoctvn}- * And the 
awkwardness of the position is 
terrible, and makes him seem 
no better than a fool.’ 

8. idv] ‘He cannot use per- 
sonality in invective.' 

12. rÜpavvovy —éyxeyaa(ópevov) 
Governed by dxoiov, implied in 
áxovew below. 

13. ёра rûv vouéov] Comp. the 
Politicus, p. 266, where this is 
regarded as the most universal 
conception of the kingly office. 
Regarding vouevrıx as а whole, 
the philosopher thinks of Bası- 
Aun only as a part of it. dre тӯ 
rode редбдф rûv Aóyov ore Te- 
nvorépov paddov éuéAggev ў ph 
Tóv тє opuxpérepov ovdey yripare 
mpd той peilovos, dei 8 каб айту 
mepaive rddnOécrarov. Soph. 227. 


тӯ Tay Adyar pedédp amoyyuru)s 
h pappaxorogias oùðèv fjrrov ovdé 
Tt ра\оу туйун Шор, el Td pêv 
сракра Tû 8 peydda oeXei pas 
кабаїро>. той yàp ктсасба évexa 
voUv пасё» texvav rd Évyyevis 
kai тд pù Evyyevés karavoeiv mer- 
рери] rud трде тобто é îro 
Tácas, kai датера rà» érépov karû 
т» dpodrnra oùðèv yerat yeAoi- 
órepa, ceuvórepovy Ûé т. Tov ба 
crparpyus À dÓepurwüs ön- 
Aobvra Onpeutixny ob0év vevópikev 
GX’ ûs rò moÀ) xavvórepov.— 
The latter passage has also 
& slight tinge of the irony of 
the text. The figure proba- 
bly originated in some saying 
of Socrates. Compare Xen. 
Mem. I. 2. $ 32: ёт: Oavpacrdy 
of oroin elvan є tis yevóuevos 
Body dyéAns vopeùs xai ras Bois 
€Adtrous re xai xelpous тоф» pj) 
sporoyoin xaxbs Bouxddos elvat. 
Ib. $38: ‘O è Kpirias’ "AAG 
ravdé roi тє бтёҳєсди dence, 
rûv oKxuréwy Kal rûv тєктбушу xal 
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p.174. ууєта: axovew evdaiporviCopevov толо ВдалАорта` 


, 
доскоА@тєро» дё éxeivov (Gov xai émtBovdorepov 
+ ^ , , > , P у 
moraiwew Te kai 88@АХАХеш хош: avrovs" aypotKov 
` \ e ^ 
бё kal amaidevrov Uro асҳоћ№аѕ ovdev TjrrOv TÀV 


/ ` ^ ^ , \ э 
evouéov TOv тообтоу avayKaiov yiyverOal, сткоу EV 5 


м Ы ^ , ^ ^ v , 
Ope. TO Teixos TepigeBAnuévov. ys бє orav pupia 
7 ^ v / > , A y , 
TÀéÜpa зу ёт: mÀelw акойсу ws Tis ара kekTNpévos 
Oavpacra mAnOe кекттүтол, Tavopikpa Soke axovew 
$ A , ^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ ^ , 
eis атаса» є«іодоѕ тт yr» BAerew. та de dn yevn 
ÜnvoVvrOV, ws yevvaiós Tis Єтт& полгтооѕ TÀovaíovs 


м > ^ ^ > \ ЖЕУ SE ^ 
€xov aropnvat, zavramaciw арВло xai єтї opiKpov 


€ , е ^ ^ y € \ , , 5 
P. 175. Op@VTWY NYELTAL TOV €TOLVOV, VTO amraidevoias оо 


Svvapévwv eis TO wav de BAérew ovde Хоу єс бол 
ort ттт» Kai Tpoyóvov pupiades каст уєуд- 
vaow брарібдилутог, év ais пАоусо каї птоҳої kai 
Bacireis kai додло: BapBapoi re ка! “EAAnves тоА- 


rûv yaÀxéov.—Nal pa Аг, ёфу ó 
Xapixdijs, kai rûv Bouxddwy ye el 
Bê ph, pu\drrov, nos ш] kai со 
€Aárrovs ras Bois motions. 

I. толо Bddddovra] Lit., As 
being rich in milk, i. e. sucking 
out no small advantage. Com- 
pare the speeches of Thrasyma- 
chus in Rep. B. I. 

2. xeva») masculine. 

rrowaivey re kal. [8384ААе)] 
* Only he thinks the creature 
whom they tend, and out of 
whom they squeeze their wealth, 


to be of a less tractable and 

more insidious nature.’ 
йуроко> 8¢] ‘rough and un- 

civilized from stress of work'— 

IO. tpvovvrwy] °“ And when 
they cant of pedigree— 

II. mavráragi dugAi—ópov- 
rev] ‘ Betraying a dull and 
contracted vision'— 

14. бтї mánmOY kal mpoyóvav] 
Compare the comic fragment 
ascribed to Epicharmus or Me- 
nander. (Krüsemann's Epichar- 
mus, 119.) 


"Атоћє pe тд yévos' рў hey’, el ducis ё, 
Mijrep, ёф ёкаттф rò yévos" ots dv rj pion 
'Ауабду trdpyn unÓév olkeiov просбу, 


Екєісє xatapevyovow els rà urrjpara, 


Kai rà yévos, dpiOpovciv re rovs mámmovs oot. 
008 ёра 8 yous ieiv dy, ойд’ єйтєїў, örq 
Ovx clot палто” rûs yap ёубуоут dy more; к.т.\. 


pupiddes dvapiduzro) This ex- 
pression recurs frequently in 
later Greek authors. 


16. BápBapoi re xai "ЕМ те) 
These words belong to all the 
preceding nouns. 

P2 
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П , , « ^ » 93 , A 
Лакіѕ џоріо: yeyovagtv oTov, QAN emi тєтє kai р. 175. 


IIAATONOZ 


» , , , y’ 
екоо! каталоуф 7rpoyovov GE€[AVUVOMEVOV KCL avadQe- 


póvrov eis 'HpaxAéa- rov ' Audurpicvos aroma айтф 


karadaívera. тїз opixpodroyias, Ort Sê 6 ат Audu- 


* ^ ^ 3 v 
s TpUcvos eig TO dvo Trevrekatekog Tos TOLOUTOS "jv, ola b 


o 


/, » ^ , A € ` > >» , ^ 
cvvéBauvev avrQ TUX, kai 0 MEVTNKOTTOŞS ат QUTOU, 

^ э / / / ^ , 
уеА@ ov Bwvauévov Aoyi€erOai re кої xavvoryra 
, , ^ > 2 э g ^. , е 
avontouv Yyvxne атаћЛаттєш. év йтао dn тоуто 0 


ы e Ы ^ ^ ^ * ^ е 
TOLOUTOS уто TOV TOAAMY катауєАтои, та pev утєр- 


тфароѕ éxov, ws Soxei, та $ ev посі» ayvoðv тє Kal 


3 , ^ 
év катто @лторфу. 


OEO. [avraract ra yryvopeva Aéyes, © Xó- 


Kpares. 


I. émi пете xai єїкоо1] The 
order is ёті xaradéyp mévre kai 
«хот mpoyóvov. 

2. dvapepévrov] Өс. rà yévos, 
The genitives depend upon 
opsxpodoyias, or rather, more 
vaguely, upon the sense of the 
words dr. a. кат. т. opixp., a8 
Üvvauévov upon уа below, 
-xara in xarapaiverau being pro- 
bably used in its condemnatory 
sense. 

3. drona—rijs сшкроћоуѓаѕ| The 
genitive is not quite analogous 
to dunxavoy ebBauiovías, Ар. 41., 
which is rather quantitative: nor 
is it exactly equivalent to droros 
jj сшкроћоуѓа, (like дотна—ойс, 
— pórov áfMav ixrhpua,in Sopho- 
cles), though as in these last 
cases the adjective is isolated 
for the sake of emphasis, but 
the genitive has the additional 
meaning, ‘in respect of, as 
after interjections and epithets. 
Cf. Protagor. 317 : moù) popia 
xai rob ётҳерђиатоѕ. Rep. 328. 
xarerov roù Biov (for its way of 


life?) Rep. 532 : máprolv čpyov 
Aéyas. той прооццох, hv 8 eyo; 
Phsd. 99 : mo) dy каї paxpa 
pabupla dy ei той Aóyov. 

The whole sense lies some- 
where between eceuvvvónevo: kai 
dvadepovres —árorrot paivovra Ts 
сшкр. and сєруорорёроу xai dva- 
Qepóvrav—áromos $aíverai ў Tpi- 
кроћоуќа. 

5. oia ovveB.] The Bodl. reads 
ola ovvéßawev avrà rixy. Per- 
haps rightly. The meaning in 
both cases is the same. ‘ He 
was,—what Fortune made him." 

6. ат аўто?) Sc. той mevrexai- 
єкостоў. Compare Rep. 515,6: 
El 8, ў» Û гуф, evredbev Exot тис 
abróv Big 8:0 траҳєіаѕ tis dvaBá- 
gews Kai dvávrovs, kai р) dvein 
mp éferxvoee mpds Tò ToU \iov 
pûs, дра obyi dduvacda re dy каї 
dyavaxreiy éAkópevov, xal ёте) 
mpos тд pûs Abo, абу йу êxovra 
та Supara peata dpav ovd' dv êv 
Bivacba ràv viv Aeyouévov. dày- 
6àv. 


SEAITHTOS. 
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EQ. "Отау д yé Trwa avrós, à Hire, Акуср dvo, 
%,.. , э ~ , ^ , ^ ер Ау: * 
с кой €eAnon tis avT@ exBnvar єк той Ti eyo сє 


» ~ Ф е NE 4 , , 9 ^ , ^ 
адік® 1) тї eué; eis oKEYW airs Ówaioovvys re kai 


^ ^ , a 

adixias, ті T€ ék&repo» avroiv кой Ti TOY партр 7 
dAA Amv Suapéperov; 7) єк той Ei Baotreds evdaipev 5 
, > ` , РД , ^ 
kekrguévos T al поло xpvaíov, Вас:Аєійѕ тёр kai 
, 

avOpwrivns Ans evdapovias Kai aOAvoTnTos ёті oké- 


` , P 
Ww, той» TÉ Twe égTOv kai Tiva Tporoy avÓpaxrov 
^ $ 
$vc« простке: то pev KTHTATOa avroiv, то ÔÈ ато- 
A + , v , , 
Qvyev,—;repi rovrov amavtwy Grav ай деу Aoyov 


а diovar tov opuxpov ékéivov тту Wuxi koi дру 


I. rwa—Tris| The indefinites 

are used with an indirect refer- 

: ence to the philosopher and to 
тд» opuxpdv éxeivoy kal Spy kal 
дикаикбу below. 

5. El ВасЛейѕ єфдаїню>] See 
the passage of the Gorgias 
(p. 471.), in which Polus con- 
tends that Archelaus is happy. 
(Diog. mentions a diatribe of 
Antisthenes, called 'ApyéAaos, ў 
тєрї Baoidelas, in which Gorgias 
was assailed.) 

Buttmann thus defends <i, 
which three MSS. omit :— 
* Quamvis certum exploratum- 
que haberent vulgares illi ora- 
tores, regem propter divitias 
suas unice beatum putandum 
esse, tamen rem ita in encomiis 
tractabant, ut, quasi dubia ea 
videri posset, multis eam exem- 
plis argumentisque probarent. 
Quidni igitur v. c. encomii 
alicujus in Cresum argumen- 
tum his verbis indicari potu- 
erit; el Kpoigos eùðaipov;” It 
may be questioned, however, 
whether 4 Вас. might not give 
а better meaning. 

In the words which fol- 
low, re seems to impede the 


sense, and a? is superfluous. If 
Plato is really quoting from a 
rhetorician, this is possibly not 
& fatal objection, though the 
conjectures тауу тод, пёртоћо, 
(Heusd. Hirschig. Badh.) would 
seem probable. Possibly, how- 
ever, the words Basdeùs—xpv- 
сіоу are adapted from some 
poet. (Cf. Theogn. ei3aipov 
env, kal Geois pAos dÉavárown, 
Kópv, dper?s 8 GAdns ойдешас 
ёраши.) In which case уа» mo- 
Aóxpvcov is perhaps the true 
reading. For xexrnpévos in such 
an adaptation, cf. (besides Pro- 
tag. 340., quoted above), the 
quotation of Tyrteus in the 
Laws, p. 629: off ду риса 
ott’ év Ady dvbpa rieipny, обт el 
mÀovgtóraros dvÜpómov etn, фтт\>, 
oUr el moAÀà ayaa KexTnpévos, 
«тфу oxeddv dravra, к.т. №. 

There is a close parallel be- 
tween the present passage and 
page 174. тогуйрто к.т. À. 

. Ti ёуф сё адо, with év 
дікастпріф —ауаукас6@ў Aéyew : % 
ov ёрё, with év rais AowWopias : €i 
(or 9) Baoeds—with ripavrdy 
re yap—. 

T. ёті oxéqyw] MSS. ётіскеџ. 


But when 
he takes 
the other 
up into his 
own region, 
from ques- 
tions of pri- 
vatewrong, 
to inquire j 
what jus- 
tice is, from 
diatribes on 
the theme 
«Is a king 
happy ? to 
contem- 
plate the 
idea of the 
royal office 
and of hu- 
man happi- 
ness, 
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кої Sicavixov, тами ad та аут!ттрофа amodidwow. p.175- 
Duyywov тє ah’ офто? крєиасбєіѕ kai BAérov pe- 
Téwpos avwbey vro anOeias, aðnpovðv тє kal атори 
kai BapBapitav, yéAwra. Oparrais pêv ov тарҳе: ovd 

5 @ААф атадєјтф ovdevi, ov yàp aicBavovrat, rois 8 


Then that  Evavriws 7 фу dvôparóðois трафеїт araow. Obros 
shrewd le- 09) ékarépov rpómos, à Өєодоре, o pêv TH бут: ev 
ү” €AevÜepía тє kai axo) TeOpappéevov, òv dn ф:Адсо- e 
and bo- фо» кале, Ф aveuégrrov ебе Soxeiv kal ovdevi 
laughing- 1o elvat, Grav eis OovAwà éuméom бихкоутшата, otov 
a NE eTpojaroOecuov pn €miwrrauévov ovoKevacacbat 
to the wise pnde dor divas 7 Omas Aoyous' 0 $ al та pev 
The philo-  rotxUra mavra Óvvapévov Topas тє kal ows діа- 
sopher may 


kovelv, üvaaAAea au дё ойк ётистарёроо Єлїдє{ї® 


2. Acyyiav тє] ‘He gives the 
philosopher his revenge ; (for) 
dizzied by the height where 
he finds himself hanging by a 
thread, and from which he 
looks downwards into space, 
(a strange experience to him), 
and being dismayed and lost, 
and broken in his utterance, he 
is laughed at, not by Thracian 
handmaids, nor by any other of 
the uneducated, for they do not 
perceive his plight ; but by all 
whose nurture has been the re- 
verse of servile.’ 

The sentence probably divides 
after aneias, and ddnpovay re— 
answers to Deyyiv тє. (Муу 
тє. yap add. Ven. =. This is 
quite unnecessary.) 

9. Ф dveuéagrov] * Who may, 
without our surprise or cen- 
sure, appear simple and a mere 
cipher, when some menial ser- 
vice is required of him, if he 
has no skill, for instance, in 


tying up bed-clothes with the 
proper knot, nor in flavouring 
а sauce, or a fawning speech:— 
the other character is that of the 
man who is able to do all such 
Service with smartness and di- 
spatch, but has not the skill to 
throw his cloak over his right 
shoulder with а gentlemanly 
grace ; no, nor to celebrate 
aright with the music of dis- 
course, in his turn, that life 
which is lived in truth by the 
immortals and by heaven-fa- 
voured men.’ 

II. émugragévov] So Bodl. Vat. 
Ven. П. émordpevos cett. 

13. ropós] *Smartly. dre dpe- 
pos àv. 

1 4. dvaBadheoOa—émidétra | Pro- 
bably,‘ to wear his garment over 
his right shoulder in a gentle- 
manly fashion.’. Aristoph. Av. 
1566: obros, ri Spgs; ёт dpuorép’ 
ovres duréxet ; ov ретаВаћеѕ Bol- 
párov by ёті деа; Cf. Hor. 
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p.176. єАєобєрюѕ ойде у appoviay Адуш» AaBovtos opbas 


vuvijcat Oeav тє kai avdpdv evdaipovav Biov adnO7. 
OEO. Ei mavras, à. Eókpares, тєідосѕ a Aéyes 


led M ш , a » ә ^ \ эү ^ > 
@OTEP ENE, TAELWY àv EipnYNn Kai кака €AaTTM кот 


2 , » 
avOparrous etr. 


5 
XQ. 'AAX ойт dro\éodaı rà кака Ovvaróv, û 


Ocoüepe: vmevavríov уар тї TQ ayabp ae eivai 


avaykn’ ойт év Ócois avrà idpvaGat, тту де Qumri 


Ep. I. $ 96. si toga dissidet im- 
par, Rides. Quid, mea cum pu- 
gnat sententia secum? A pos- 
sible rendering at first sight is, 
*to strike up the song in his 
turn.” Vid. oùðé у dppoviay Aó- 
yov AaBóvra, and cf. Rep. 420: 
xaraxAivavres emi deur mpós тӧ 
wip Dumivovras. Symp. 177: 
єїтєїў &rawwov “Epwros émi Seıd. 
But one person could hardly be 
said to sing ёт! дефа, and the 
antithesis requires the other 
rendering. The slave can tuck 
in bed-clothes, the freeman 
wears his garment with а 

e. The slaves' contribution 
to the banquet is literally фо» 
håva, figuratively бота Aóyovs 
18. (Cf. Gorg. 465: rv pyro- 
pucjv— dyricrpopoy ёфотойаѕ év 
ux? os éxeivo év cópar.) The 
' freeman's' is literally the lyre 
and song; in а higher sense, 
discourse of philosophy and 
virtue. This is his proper 
fpavos. Cf. Symp. 177., where 
the minstrel is dismissed, and 
Eryximachus proposes that 
they should discourse of the 
praises of love. ёокєї ydp po 
Xprva. éxamrov jv Aóyov elméiv 
fmawov "Eperos émi Sefa as dy 
dira kàXucrov. v. Prot. 347. 
There is a further ‘ harmony’ 


between the discourse and life 
of the philosopher. Lach. 188: 
kai xop pot Soxet povowóc б 
тоюўтос elvai dppoviay каћ\\стту 
jppocuévos où Айра» aide mais 
Spyava, adda тф övrı (jv nppoope- 
vos atrds abro rv Biov £üpevov 
тоф Абуоѕ mpós rà ёруа, drexvàs 
$оритт\ № ойк lacri, olopa дё 
oùðè dpvywri ovdé Avdiori, GAN’ 
ўтер póry 'EXAqvuc) éarw ápuovía. 

There is an allusion to the 
well-known custom of taking 
the lyre in turn. 6àmas Aóyovs 
is perhaps rightly supposed by 
Ruhnk. ad Tim. p. 146. to bea 
poetical expression, quoted pro- 
bably from Euripides or Epi- 
charmus. 

2. бефу re xai avdpav evda- 
uóvov Biov тёз] There is a 
rhythmical cadence in the 
words, cf. Phædr. 261: Парите 
87, Ópéupara yervaia, кайАїтада 
тє Фаідро»у meífere. Rep. 617: 
Aaxécews Üvyarpós Kópns Aaxé- 
gews Adyos к.т. A. Symp. 197. 
the end of Agathon's speech. 

7. bmevavriov үйр] Compare 
the saying of Heraclitus, zaA(- 
Tovos dppovia kócuov Somep rófov 


kai Мұра. e prep. conveys 
the idea of ‘ bearing up 
against." 


tenttoseem 
unskilled in 
servile arta, 
in compari- 
son with 
those who 
are dumb 
in the high- 
est music of 
the soul. 


Men will 
not hear 
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, ^ + ` , ~ و‎ > 4 
vow kal rovde тоу тотоу тєрїтоАє ék dvdykns. p.176. 


MAATQNOS 


8:0 ka mepacbar xp5) évÂévõe ёкєісє hevyew б Tt 
^ ^ ` € , ^ ^ ^ , 
таҳіста. фоуп дє opoiwors беф ката то ÓvvarOv: b 
ӧроіосі дё Oikaiov kal dow pera фроиђаєоѕ yeve- 


I. ró»üe rà» Tómov] viz. Tov 
cwparoetê) Te xal dpardy rómov. 
Rep. 532. The imagery of 
place in which Plato's philoso- 
phy is enfolded appears most 
prominently in the Phedo, the 
Phedrus, and Rep. B. VI. and 
VII. 

The notion that evil must 
exist in everything but the 
Divine Nature reappears in & 
curious mythical form in the 
Politicus, p. 270. and is implied 
Tim. 87: rà 8 тєрї чуу» (вс. 
voonpara) дий cóparos ёё x. T. À. 
Ib. 69: £vyxepagápevot т avrà 
dvayxaiws Td Ovyrdv yévos £vvébe- 
сау. In the Phedo evil is al- 
most identified with the bodily 
principle. Our ignorance on 
the subject is, however, con- 
fessed in the Lysis, p. 220, 1: 
mórepov, jv ® ёу–, day rd какдә 
arddnrat, о®$ё тешу» ёті Carat ovde 
Sippy ойдё Dro oùðèv r&v rowv- 
тоу ;—h yAoıov тд épórzpa, à. тї 
mor’ éoras Tore Ñ ш) Zora; ті yap 
older ; 

3. фуу) 88 spoiwars бєф] 
Phædr. 252, 3 : ixvevovres бё 
map éavrüv dvevpicxey Ty ToU 
operépov bcod dew, ebropoicr 
дё rù cvrróves туутукатбш mpós 
тд» беду B\érew, xal ёфаттбиеуо 
abro) Tfj pvp, évOovordvres, ёё 
éxeivov AapBdvovar rà #6) xad rà 
émirndeipara, каб’ боо» Övvaròv 
беоў dvÜpómo peracyeiv. 

Rep. 613: od yàp 8) їтб ye 
Oev тотё dueAetrat, ôs dv mpobv- 
peioba 0р дікшоѕ уѓурєтда kal 
ётіттдє0оу дрєтђи eis rov доратду 


аубрӧтф spowicba беф. Ibid. 
500 : Oude yap Tov, Ф ’Adeipavre, 
схоћ) TH ye ws GAnOds mpós rois 
oct thy Siavoray €yovri. като Aé- 
тер els дубротоу mpaypareias xal 
payópevov abrois dÓóvov Te xai 
dvopeveias ёртіптласбаш, add’ els 
rerayuéva йтта kai xarà тайтай dei 
fxovra ópüvras kai Oewpévous or’ 
adixotvra ofr’ айико©иера tm’ dÀ- 
Anrov, kócuo dé mávra ка\ xarà 
Aóyov Exovra, таўта papeigÜai тє 
xal ё тї padtora dQopowvcÓa:, 
Pheed. 107 : viv д ётед) dOdva- 
tos aiverar одса, ovdepia dy ein 
air DAn бтофоуђ какӧ» ode 
сотлріа mAjv ToU ûs Bedriotny 
te kal povpwrdmy yevéoĝar. 
Tim. 9o: тф 8 тєрї pidropdbevay 
kat тєрї ras dAnbeis фроуђсеѕ 
éormovdaxdrt kai radra párra rûv 
афтод yeyupvacpévp dpoveiv pèv 
dÜdvara kal Ocia, dvmep dAnOeias 
ёфаттута, паса dváykn mov, каб 
oov $ ad peracxeiv dvêporiwm 
фоси dbavacias évdéxerat, rovrov 
pndey pépos amodcirev— bia тд 
xarapavðávew ras той mavròs åp- 
povias те kal mepupopas, тф ката- 
уооурёмр TÓ катауоой» éfououócas 
kara rjv dpxaiay фос. 

4. dpolwors 8ê] ‘And to be 
made like to Him is to become 
righteous and holy, not without 
wisdom.’ 

pera porvncews] Is virtue 
possible apart from know- 
ledge? This question is dis- 
cussed in the Protagoras and 
the Meno. The answer given 
is, that practically it would ap- 
pear so, but that virtue can be 
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> ^ , к Уу > , ШП ^ е 
р. 176. сда. adda уар, © @риттє, ov тауу радіоу Teral ws 


ГЫ ‹ ^ , \ 
apa ойу, Gv €veka oi roAAoi фас: eiv zovnpíav pev 


, 3 ` be à , , , ^ х з 
Qevyew, aperny дє Ó.okew, rovrov ҳари то pev ETL- 


` 
тудєутёор, TO Ò ov, iva dn pù какоѕ кої iva ауабоѕ 


^ 9 
Sok ewa. 


rara уар сті, о Aeyopuevos ypadv 


BOAos, ws Єдої paiverar. то 8 adnbes De Aéyopev. 


^ ^ , 
e eos ovdapy ovdapas ад:коѕ, aÀX ws otov re SiKato- 


` , м » ^ е , tor a A à 
TATOS, KAL OUK EOTW auTO OMOLOTE POV ovdev 7) 05 av 


proved to be inseparable from 
knowledge. And in the Meno 
the paradox is solved by saying 
that practical virtue is a Divine 
gift, беа poipg тросугууоџёлт 
dvev уой, but that if there 
should be a virtuous man who 
could teach virtue, he would 
be like Tiresias amongst the 
shades ; orep mapa gràs ddnbés 
dy mpaypa єй] mpós dperjv. In 
the more dialectical dialogues 
one side of the contradiction 
disappears, and it is assumed 
that philosophy is essential to 
real virtue. Phæd. 69: 3 pa- 
каре Xiapía, pij yap обу айту Ñ Ù 
&рбђ mpàs dperiw ddAayh, fonds 
mpos jêovûs xai Aras mpós Aras 
xai $óBov mpós dóBov xaraddar- 
Terbar GAN’ jj éxeivo rè vó- 
propa дрёбу, — pdrnais, — xai 
EvrAnBdi» @\лб}с per) j perà 
фроуђсєоѕ,—ҳериёреға dé ppo- 
vnoews kai ddAarrépeva аут\ dÀÀj- 
ov, u) скаурафіа tis } ў rotary 
dperj, к.т.М In the Republic 
it is again acknowledged that 
it is possible to partake of vir- 
tue without philosophy, but in 
an imperfect way ; e. g. in the 
case of the soul which laments 
its choice of another life. 
Р. 619 : «йни дё айтду rûv ёк roo 
ovpavod їкбутор, ev reraypévy To- 
Мтєа év тф mporépo Bip BeBiw- 





kéra, 0e dvev pAocopias dperrs 
pereAnpéra. And the education 
of the фїАаке generally (not of 
the rulers) is independent of 
reason, though in harmony with 
it. Rep. 401, 2. (In the Phile- 
bus also the perfect life con- 
tains the knowledge of prac- 
tical things. "The philosopher 
must know his way home.) 
Thus the contradiction felt at 
first is reconciled by acknow- 
ledging the existence of differ- 
ent parts of our nature, which, 
though connected, and indis- 
pensable to each other's per- 
fection, аге not identical. 
There is a slight emphasis on 
perà $povjseos in opposition to 
what follows. 

4. Туа —докў «уш — dyyvoova« 
yap (npiav ddi«xias] The whole of 
this passage is parallel to the 
speeches of Glaucon and Adi- 
mantus in the 2nd book of the 
Republic, and the same thought 
is differently worked out in the 
Gorgias. 

5. ó Аєубрероѕ ypaðv vOdos] 
‘This is what men commonly 
repeat, an old wives’ fable, it 
appears to me.’ The meaning 
of Aeyóuevos here (not —*as the 
saying is') seems determined 
by Aéyopev following. 


Q 


n 


this : for 
there must 
be some 
evil to re- 
sist the 
good, and 
this cannot 
be in hea- 
ven, but in 
this lower 
world. Our 
wisdom 
therefore is 
to escape 
heaven- 


wards, by 
becoming 
just and 
pure with 
wisdom, во 
becoming 
like to God, 


This is a 
man's true 
‘cleverness’ 
and proof 
of virtue. 
And the 
real penalty 
of vice is 
one which 
cannot be 
escaped by 
clever 
shifts. For 
to act 
wrongly is 
to be re- 
moved from 
the Divine 
ttern, 
Pad to be 
brought 
nearer to 
the likeness 
of the Evil. 
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t ^ * , L4 , ^ , A е 
"pv ad yévgrat 0 TL Sixavoraros. тєрї TOVTOU Kal 7) p.176. 


IIAATONOX 


ûs adnOds Sewvorns avdpos кой ovdevia тє Kai avav- 


дріа. 1 «pêv yap тойтоо 


^ , ^ , M 
yaoi copia Kai aper: 


аАлбалу, 7 8 dyvora apabia Kai kakia évapyrs ai 


58 adar Seavornres re Soxovoa кої copia év pev 


^ , , , , ^ 
moàrikais Svvacteias ytyvopevau фортка!, ev de 


L B / ^ $5 
тєш |j)avavaot. TO ouy 


» = a , , , 
адікодиті kal avoow Àé- 


yovrt 3j Tpárrovr. uakpQ арст exer TO ur) Gvyxo- 
pev Sew@ vd mavovpyías «рои. ayaddAovTa yap 


алАоѕ axên, adr’ avdpes 


^» L ^ м > , L4 > a , > ^ 
io TQ OvelOet, kai otovrat akovety OTL OV Аро! eig, yS 


~ , ^ 
olovs Set év modet TOUS 


owOnoopevous. Aekréov оду raAnÜés, бт! rocovrQ 


^ , e м v » 
и@А\д> eiow olot ойк olovTat, Отг OUXL OlOvTQ4" &yvo- 


^ A e , 18 , ^ 8 ^ g , ^ > 
ovot уар бушау adikias, о де кіста GyVOCLV. OU 


, , ^ ^ ГА ^ , e 
15 yap єттї Tv OokoÜgt, mAnyai тє кой avaron wv 


> f , ror 3 ^ ЕД A^ , , 
évíore пасҳоосш ovdev адікодитєѕ, аАЛа туу aüvvarov 


ékQvyetv. 
OEO. Tiva д) Aéyes ; 
EQ, Mapaderyparwr, à 


I. пері rovrov] ‘Moreover a 
man’s real ability, or else his 
nothingness and want of man- 
hood, is concerned with this.’ 
The genitive is accounted for 
by the vagueness of the rela- 
tion expressed. dvavêpia is sug- 
gested by dvdpds. 

6. oprixai— Bdvavcot] * vul- 
gar'—' mechanical,’ or ‘mean.’ 

7. T@ оф» адікобуті, к. т. À.] 
This very favourite thought is 
developed in the Gorgias. 

9. td mavoupyias] ‘Not to 
admit that villany constitutes 
him a clever man.’ 

IO. ov Apo] ‘ that they are 
not mere absurdities, cumber- 
ing the ground :—‘not_ sole- 


, ЕЈ ^» е , 
Hire, єў TQ Ovrt éarorov, 


cisms,' as Carlyle might say. 

yis Dros dyÓn] érócwov dyGos 
dpovpns (Il. XVIII. 104., quoted 
Apol. p. 28.) Aristoph. Nub. 
1203 : прбВат’ GAws.—Milton, 
Areopag. : * Many a man lives 
a burden to the Earth.’ 

Agpa] Charm. 176. epè pêv 
№ӱроу түү«їтӨш elva kai. dBóvarov 
Муф órw)v (mrév. Phæd. 72: 
TéÀAevrüvra mávra Ajpov tov Ev- 
Suplava drodeiğete каї одданой dy 
Qaívorro, 

II. robs собпсорќрооѕ) Who 
deserve to live in it, 1. e. for 
whose interest the laws are to 
be made. Cf. Soph. Ant. 189: 
j0 écriv т) có(ovca. 


19. mapadecyuárov] Cf. Rep. 
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p- 176. Tov pev Oeiov evdatpovertarov, Tod 0€ abéov abAw- 


p.177. 


b 


, › t a LÀ y м е № , , , 
TATOU, OVX ор@итєѕ OTL OUTWS EXEL, уто HALLOTHTOS 


^ ^ > , , , 4 ~ \ е 
T€ кох TNS ETKATNS avoas AavOavover TQ pev opot- 


, ` ` эу” , ^ а, 3 , 
ovpevor dia Tas адікоо mpak&es, r дё avoporovuevot. 


ov д) rivovuct дікти Gives Tov єікдта Biov ® poi- 
? кї $ био: 


^ ۹ э EA L4 a 4 э ^ ^ 
ойў>тол. €av 8 eimwpev Оті, б> u) @таААауфет‹ THs 


, ЕД ^ ^ 
Óewvorgros, kal TeAevTnoOavTas avTOUS ékeivog pev 0 


тб» kakQv KaÜapos Toros ov Sékerat, evOade 8 т 


avrois ouotornTa Ths Siaywyns aet eEovar, какої ka- 


^ , ^ ^ , е 
kois сууо0итєѕ, Taira On кої паутатасіх ws ewo. каї 


^ , ^ 
Tavoupyol арођтои тди акоустортои. 


OEO. Kai pada д), © Zóxkpares. 


3 ^ A 
ZO. Ода то, @ ќтаїрє. êv uévrot ті avtois Cvp- 


592 : "АА, ў» 8 ёуф, év obpavó 
tows mapadetypa dvdxeıra тф Bov- 
Aopévep брду kai брфут éavróv ка- 
тоіфер. 

т. ToU абео›] ‘From which 
the Divine has fled.’ 

б. rijs Sewérnros] * From this 
cleverness which is their boast.’ 

8. rà» какф> xaÜapós] Viz. 
mAdvns kal avoias kai фбЗш> xai 
dypiev ёрӧт–у kai rûv Gov ka- 
kàv тфу дудротєіоу. Phred. 81. 

xabapés} Phed. 83. ёк yàp 
ToU dpodokeiy TÖ cari xal rois 
aùrois xaipew dvayká(erat, оши, 
брӧтротоѕ каї óuórpodos "yCyvea Ca: 
каї ola рпдётотє xabapas els" Ar8ou 
афїкєтба dXX det roù cóparos 
dvanAéa “а, Sore rax) там» 
пілте» és Ao capa kal orep 
сперорёт éupveobas, ка\ ёк toù- 
Tov йроіроѕ elvat tis той бєіоу тє 
xal кадарой Kai povoedovs суроо- 
gias. 

Ibid. 69: xa ў cwppooivn 
к.т. A. Kai airy 7) $póvrois pù ka- 
барифс ris j. kai xwdvvevovcr xai 
ої ras reAerüs—xaraorijcavres— 


náa alvirresOa бта ds dv бриттов 
kal dréAegTos eis "А:доо adixnrat, 
ё BopBópo keicerat, ó 8 кєкабар- 
pévos re kal rereAeguévos Єкєїтє 
adixdpevos perà Oeàv oixnaet. 
rjv abrois Öpotérnra тїз ĝa- 
yoyis] * They will always re- 
tain their way of life like to 
themselves — evil as they are, 
associating with evil things.’ 
какоїѕ is neut. Compare the 
well-known passage of the 
Phedo, p. 81. 'AMà ĉeAnppé - 
vyv ye, olua, отд той соратоєдойѕ 
к.т. A. imitated by Milton, Co- 
mus, circ. v. 460 : 
‘The soul grows clotted by 
contagion, 
Imbodies, and imbrutes, till 
she quite lose 
The divine property of her 
first being.’ 
See especially the words ката ras 
avray бробттаѕ тӯѕ pe\érns. 
IO. xai mavrámaciw ós деро!) 
i. e. their feeling of superiority 
will only be confirmed. 
13. 0184 то, à éraipe] “Т am 


Q2 


tA 


The soul 
that does so 
will not be 
received at 
death into 
the region 
pure from 
evils.-They 
will laugh 
at this, 
and call us 
simplemen. 
But if they 
would con- 
sent to rea- 
son with us, 
they would 
ere long be- 
come con- 
fused and 
silent, and 
their fluent 
rhetoric 
would fade 
away, leav- 


ing them as 
helpless as 
a child. 
But we 
must re- 
turn, and 
take up the 
broken 
thread of 


discussion. 


Ly. Third 


criticism of 
thedoctrine, 15 € 


What ap- 
pears to me, 
is to me. 
We found 
that even 
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BeBnxev, бт. àv idia Aoyov де Sodvai re kal éa- p.177. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


o0 тєрї Фу wréyovoi, Kal 6дєАђсюси avdpixds 


^ , е ^ ^ ^ » , , 
moàùv Xpovov vmoueiva. kai pn avavdpws pevyew, 


, > + з , ^ » 3 , 
TOTE атотоѕ, © дациорне, TEAEUT@VTES ovk apéakovauw 


э ` e ^ \ Ф , усе ^ > , 
5 aUTot auTois тєрї wy Aéyovat, kai 7) pryropikr €keivm 


, , 4 , ^ ^ 
то amopapaíveroi, wore полдор pndev Soxeiv ĉia- 


$épew. 


` \ = , , ` ` , 
Ilepi џёу oiv rovrov, emey kai mapepya 


Tuyxaver Aeyoueva, àzooTGpev: €i ё ur, тАєіо del 


эе е ^ ` , ^ » 
érippéovra karaxoce nav Tov e£ apyns Aóyov: єтї 


М ў у м , ^ ^ ^ 
о д Ta éumrpoaÓev twpev, el kai сої okei. 


OEO. Epo uv rà тошйта, à Zóxpares, ойк an- 


Sécrepa axovew" раш yap TnAuK@de дит: ётакоћоо- 


^ , ^ , , 
Өєїу` €i uévro Soxei, тешу éraviopev. 


ZO. Ovxodv evraidda mov juev той Aoyov, év ф 


v 


papuev tous тї depouévgv ovaiav Aéyovras, kai 


NM 0358 ^ © 7 ^ ^ 5 , т ^ 
то аєі докойу екаттф TOUTO кої eivai TOUT @ Ookei, 


ev pêv Tois Ло «Ае» Sdtioyxvpi€erOa, каї ovy 


` ` ^ ^ -^ 
ўкіста Trepi та Sikaua, ws TavTos uáAAov, & av Onra d 


quite aware of it, my friend !’ 
i. e. ‘1 know the full extent of 
the ridicule that they will pour 
onus. He refers to the em- 
phatic answer of Theodorus. 

3. каї pù) dvdvdpws devyew] 
Cf. Rep. 518 : oix dy ddoyiorws 
yA?. 

5. puropud) ёкєйл) mos dro- 
papaivera:] ‘That brilliant rhe- 
toric of theirs fades utterly, 
leaving them to appear no bet- 
ter than children.” 

6. таідоу pndev Soxeiv apé- 
pew] Crit. 49 : éAáBouev ђраѕ aù- 
robs таідоу ovdér фафёро»те. 

8. mreiw de émippéovra ката- 
xóc« pov тд» Ё dpxîs Aóyov] 
* They will bury us under the 


discussion to be commenced 
afresh, i.e. the arrears of dis- 
cussion, which will gather 
against us with an ever-increas- 
ing stream.’ He means, that if 
the main stream of the inquiry 
is dammed up any longer, it 
will come in upon us with 
overwhelming force. Cf. Rep. 
р. 450: oov Adyov там» orep 
Ф dpxîs kweire пері moMreias. 
Polit. p. 302: той viv’ émnexu- 
pévou Aóyov Kar’ dpxás. 

II. rà тоайта] Quam spino- 
siora ista. Cic. Tuscul. I. 

18. лєрї rà dixaa.,, пері Td- 
уабоё] ‘In regard to what is 
just—concerning what is good’ 


о 


ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 
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toa ^ м " ^ 
p.177. т0Мм< Óofavra abri, тафта kal ёст: дікша Tjj Oe- 
, ” ^ , : UIN ^ э ёё, , 
шерт, Ewomep àv Kenta’ тєрї д rayabod ovdéva av- 
^ у, v 3 4 ^ 7 G 
Spetov €Ü' ойто civar, Dore толиби SiapayerOa бт 


e 


^ , е ^ ^ ^ 
kal à àv dpé\ıua oindeioa mods аотӯ Ora, Kat 


у ^ , v ^ , э , ^ 
єттї TOTOUTOY Xpovov ото» àv KenTat oQeAua, TANY s 


м 7 , ^ , ^ ,» А м 
є Tis TO Ovopa Aéyov Toro дє поо OKapp ay €t 


mpos 0 Aéyouev. ovxi ; 


OEO. Поа ye. 


EQ. My yàp Аєуєто Tò буора, GAG тд Tpaypa 


a 3 1 ^ 
0 ovopatouevov Oewpeirar. 


I. rj берби) So Bodl with 
Vat. Ven. П. 

2. тері 8 тйуаво?) Rep. 505: 
ô 8) доке pêv таса Yuy) kai 
тойтоу ёуєка mávra mpárre, @то- 
pavrevopévn Ti elvat, йторойта Si 
What is good cannot be арра- 
rent merely. (Compare the say- 
ing of Des Cartes and Spinoza: 
The idea of God implies His 
existence.) This was not, how- 
ever, universally admitted. Ar. 
Eth. N. І. 2: тоайту» 8é rwa 
тАйму» exer kai тауаба, к. т. А. 

тауабоб—@ФфеМмна] Rep. 457, 
458 : kárra yàp rovro kal Aé- 
yerat kai Хет бті rù pêy ффеё- 
Aipov кайду тд дё SXaepóv ala xpóv. 
—yápovs— romoopev iepoùs eig 
Siva ёт: pddiora’ elev 8 dy lepot 
of офећиотато. 

We have not yet risen to the 
conception of the ideal good 
énéxewa rîs ovcias: good is still 
a relative term, though know- 
ledge begins to find a resting- 
place there. In the concrete 
the good and expedient are 
identical. See Spinoza, Cog. 
Met. І. c. 6. $7. $11. Res 
sola considerata neque bona 
dicitur, neque mala, sed tan- 
tum respective ad aliam, cui 


conducit ad id quod amat ac- 
quirendum, vel contra ; ideoque 
unaqueeque res diverso respectu 
eodemque tempore bona et mala 
potest dici—Deus vero dicitur 
summe bonus, quia omnibus 
conducit, nempe uniuscujusque 
esse quo nihil magis amabile, 
suo concursu conservando. Ma- 
lum autem absolutum nullum 
datur, ut per se est manifes- 
tum. 

Porro uti bonum et malum 
non dicitur nisi respective, sic 
etiam perfectio, nisi quando 
perfectionem sumimus pro ipsa 
rei essentia, quo sensu antea 
diximus, Deum infinitam per- 
fectionem habere, hoc est infi- 
nitam essentiam, seu infinitum 
esse. 
5. "Mv €t тї<—Аёуоне›] Rep. 
533 : fore 8, ds dpo докеї, ob тері 
óvónaros dudioSnrnots, ols Torov- 
Twv mép окер rwv piv трб- 
кета. 

7. mpòs ё Аёуоне›] In respect 
of that which we mean. 

9. Mj yàp Aeyéro тд буона] 
Let him not intend the name 
but the thing which is contem- 
plated under it. (yàp add. Bodl. 
Vat. Ven. п.) Dr. Badham con- 


those who 
make jus- 
tice con- 
ventional, 
hesitate to 
apply their 
principle to 
what is be- 
neficial and 
good. 


A state 
makes laws 
for the be- 
nefit of its 
members, 
but they 
are not al- 
ways bene- 
ficial. 


Io 


Or, to put 
it more 
generally, 
(for the 
laws regard 
the future 
benefit of 
the citi- 
zens,) 


The man, 
you say, is 
the mea- 
sure of all 
things 
white, 
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OEO. M7 yap. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


ZO. 'AAX 0 à» roro voud, rovrov д) тои 


7 , ^ , ^ , 
aroxacerat vopoÜerovuévn, kal т@ута$ TOUS vopous, 


L4 € , 
kaĵ ócov olerai тє kal Óvvara, ws ó«eAuuorarovs 


TELTQL ; 


OEO. O?»Ósuós. 


séavrj ríÜerai. ў mpos aAAo rı ВАётооса vouode- 


, ^ ` 
ХО. °Н ой kai rvyxavet del, ?) TOAAG kai ĉia- 


paprave єкастт ; 


OEO. Olua: ёуоує kai &apoprávew. 


ХО. "Ет; roivvv év0évüe dv uáANov más tis ӧро- 


1 | ДЕ. | ^ , ^ , ^ y 
Aoyncew ravra Taira, єі тєрї mavTOS TIS TOU eiOovs 


> , , e ^ p 3 , , у y / 
єро–тфт, €v ф kai TO wpEeAmov Tvyxaver Ov. ёст: бе 


\ 4.28 t , g ` 
тоо KAL тєрї TOV HEÀÀovTa Xpovov. orav yap vopo- 


15 бет©цеба, ws éropévovs @peAiuous Tovs võpovs TOE- 


peba eis Tov ётета xpovov. тойто бе [u€AAov] ops 


a , 
av Aeyoigev. 


OEO. Ilaw ye. 


ZO. "10: Sf, odrwot epwrapev Ilporayópav 7 


y ^ ^ ` , , 
зо dÀÀov Twa TeV єкєірф та avrà Aeyovrov, Партоу 


, y , > e , 5 , 
uérpov avOpwros stw, œs daré w Протауора, 


jectures rà mp. ô óvouá(opev. бєш- 
petro. This does not appear ne- 
e . 
(9.) Mj Аєуёто тд övoua] Ar. 
Met. I. 4. 1006. 6: тд 8 dro- 
povpevov ой тойтб otiw, el évêéxe- 
tat Tù aùrò «уа kai р) elva äv- 
бротоу тд дрора, @\Ай тд mpaypa. 

1. MÌ yàp] These words were 
put into Socrates’ mouth in the 
edd. before Heindorf. Cf. Soph. 
255: My тойу» Méyopev к.т. А. 
Theat. ш} уар. 

2. ô dv rodro буонабт] * What- 
ever name it gives to this.’ 


11. ё0ёде) From the follow- 
ing point of view. 

13. Фф Ф xal] For the method 
cf. Rep. 491: Хаво? тољу hov 
abroü dpbas müvros тері 
стёрратоѕ fj vro. 

fore 8é] Sc. тд oppor. 
Whatever is expedient, is also 
referrible to future time. 

16. rovro 84) Viz. тд éaóuevov 
els тд» ётета Xpóvov. 

uAXov] The MSS. vary be- 
tween paddov (Bodl. Vat. Ven. 
II.) péiet paddov (Coisl.) and 
Шоу uáAXov (cett.) 





P.177. 


P.178. 


b. 


OEAITHTO. 
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^ ` o » ^ 
р. 178. Aevkàv, Варєоу, Kovwv, ovdevos órov ov TOv TOL- 


, ^ ^ , ^ e 
OUTOV. xwv yàp avrQv TO Kkpirypuov év avTÓ, ola 


, ^ , ^ м eon 
тасуе тоюўта oiopevos, ал60) TL OleTAL ойто kai 


у » о 
ота. оох OUTOS ; 


GEO. Oros. 


EQ. *H каї rûv ueAAóvrov évecOa, phoopev, ё 


, м N , > eon ^ Ф à 
IIpwrayopa, éxet то кріттргоу év avrQ. кої oia àv 


> a y ^ ^ , , , ^ , , 
oi05 éoeo Oat, тото. Kai yCyverat eketvo TQ oimÜBévri ; 


Ф oo > ^ у , (A x 
oiov дєрџа, ap отау ris oinOn iQuorns avrov muperov 


Aqpeo@da koi éceaÓa. tavrny тту Oeppornta, кой 


ётєроѕ, iarpos бе, аутошб?, ката тту Torépov Oofav 
^ ` r > , a ` ` › 
фФ®дєе» то pé\\ov aroBncecOa, 7 ката Tv appo- 
Tépov, kal TQ pev iarp@ ov Oeppos ovde Tvpérrov 
7 е ^ \ > , 
yernoerat, éavrQ бё audorepa ; 


т. Aevxdv Bapéov xovav о?дє- 
vos órov où] Cf. supr. 172 : rà 
pêv то\а jj Boxe rary kal ёст 
fxánro, бера, ёлра, уйөкёа, парта 
оса TOV TUVT OU TOUTOU. 

2. rb критпріох) The word is 
formed from xp:rjs, on the ana- 
logy of &aerjpwv. Cf. Legg. 
767: dvo 8) rûv Xomáv ётт® rpi- 
тра. The present is probably 
one of the earliest instances of 
its use. 

ola másxe тоаўта olópevos] 
вс. айта. Or rather the accusa- 
tives are cognate. Vid. supr. 
p. 152. Ola yàp ala&ávera.—. 

4. ёута) There is a slight 
stress on the present tense in 
opposition to peAAóvrov &c«ata:. 

6.°H xal rûy peAAóvrov ётєсба 
hooper) As here knowledge 
seems to emerge with the men- 
tion of future time, so in the 
Protagoras, p. 357, virtue is 
shown to be knowledge, be- 
cause it implies the power of 
comparing the future with the 


present. (Cf the line of Ho- 
mer, Оф$ё т: olde vojoav dpa 
mwpócco kal дтіссо.) 

7. xe тӧ критїроу dv айтф] 
‘ The tribunal for deciding these 


things is within him.’ ‘The 
decision rests with him.’ 
The word is 


9. olov rp] 
placed absolutely. Heind. com- 


pares Crat. 393: olov rd Bîra: 
ópàs бт той 7 kal тоў T Kat roù à 
mpoareÜévrov ovdev ёМуттүтеу к.т. 

4pa—arà Tj» morépov Bófav] 
‘Surely we must suppose (must 
we not 1) that the result will be 
according to the opinion of one 
of them, or shall we say that it 
will be in accordance with both? 
It is implied in what follows, 
which opinion is probably right. 

14. éavrQ 82 duiórepa, —ó каї 
ётета air тф падотріЗр дбёе 
ebápuogrov elvar—rd peAAov—xal 
86е» xai ceca] These words 
contain the point of the argu- 
ment. 

éavr 8€ dyuddrepa) Viz. xai 


5 


- 


heavy, and 
the like, 
for he has 
the stand- 
ard of them 
in himself. 
Has he also 
the stand- 
ard in him- 
self of fu- 
turethings? 
Ifhe thinks 
he is goin 
to hava ^d 
fever, and 
the physi- 
cian tells 
him No, 
which opin- 
ion will 
rove true 
or him in 
the sequel ! 


120 MAATQNOS 


GEO. TeAoiov uév T av ein. 

EQ. 'AAX, olua, тєрї otvov уЛикутттоѕ kai av- 
сттротттоѕ ueAAovans ёсєсбои 1) той уєюруо? Soka, d 
GAN’ ovx 1) ToU kifapia ToU, Kupia. 


p.178. 


The musi- $ OEO. Тїш»; 
с RE > a 3 ^ > , ` › 
UN of ХО. Owvó av ай тєрї avappoorov тє каї evap- 
future har- 4 4 4 / А А 4 
ir hay  MOCTOU ом) mador pins av oh a ais 
the gym- кой ой Єтє O TO 
ete the  MOUCIKOU, 0 к тета айтф TQ тпадотри8р доѓе 
latter УШ єџарцостоу eivat. 
himself ари iip 
confess 10 OEO. Ovóapos. 
when he 
^ ^ , , 
hears the ZO. Oùkoûðv каї той peddovtos Єттї@тєтӨсї py 
sounds, 
рауєцікой óvros, скєоаќошётѕ Ooivns, dkuporépa 7 
kpígis THs той оО\ууотоой тері THs écouévms 70ovis. 
тєрї pêv yàp той 78n Ovros ёкасто 18605 ў yeyovo- e 
15 Tos pndev Tw TH Ауф діараҳоиеда, @АА@& тєрї той 
, е , ^ 1 ^ v e 
uéAAovros каст каї dogew kai ЄтєтӨсї morepov 
^ 3 
Surely Pro- а0т05 офтф @ристоѕ KpiTHs, ?) со, © Протауора, тб 
tagoras А : 
himself pro- ye тєрї Aoyous 7iÜavóv ékacTQ "uÀv égopevov eig 
fessed to be z [4 a , А a s ^ 
а better дікасттрюу BéArıov av mpodokacas % Tov iOwrdv 
prophet E 
than those 20 OC'TLC'OUV ; 
he taught, . / 3 , А-А , 
of the pro- OEO. Kai pada, o Хократєѕ, rovro ye сфодра 
bable effect ‹ a , А ›_/ 
ofarheto- — UTriG'Xvetro партои Suapépety avros. 


бєриф< kai турёттоу. The repeti- 

tion of the word is curious. 
Aristotle, Met. І. 5. 1010 b. : 

"Ет: 84 тєрї rou uéANovros, Sonep 


tion of present to past impres- 
sions is further discussed under 
the guise of a new inquiry, pp. 
191, Sq. (See espec. the word 


kai IHAdrov Aéyet, ob rou ópolws 
kupia ў той larpov дбёа каї 7 тоў 
dyvooUvros, olov тєрї ToU рЕМортоѕ 
ocobat trois f) pù péAXovros. 

15. рпдёу mo тф Adyp Stapayo- 
реа] The certainty of present 
impressions is swept away to- 
gether with the doctrine of 
motion, infr. p. 182. The rela- 


panpeiov.) 

17. TÓ ye тєрї Aóyovs mBavdv] 
A further home-thrust at Pro- 
tagoras. 

18. ёкаттф ńpõv ёсбрероу els &- 
xaotnpov} ‘ That which each of 
us will find persuasive to be 
spoken in court.’ 


OEAITHTOZ. 


ZO. № Ata, d pe’ 
р. 179. Aéyero д:д005 roA\d apydpiov, el Ty] rovs avvóvras 
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7 ovdeis y av avrQ Õe- 


GA ^ , , y 
ereBev tt kal то uéA\ov ever Oai re Kai oew ойтє 


2 м v у , ^ ^ » 58 
pavtis OUTE Tis &ÀÀos apuetvov kpiveiev àv N аутоѕ 


avri. 


OEO. 'AAs6écrara. 


2. d tuj] « ту rods avvóvras 
—Profecto in futurarum quo- 
que rerum cognitione omnibus 
precellere se Protagoras profi- 
tebatur, aut nemo ipsi magnam 
doctrine mercedem solvisset, si 
quo modo persuasisset disci- 
pulis, etiam de futuris rebus 
neque vatem neque alium 
quemquam melius posse judi- 
care, quam ipsum sibi unum- 
quemque. V. ad Gorg. $75, 
р. 47. Platonis autem senten- 
tiam restituimus unius litterule 
mutatione. Quippe vulgo scrip- 
tum e н) robs cw., unde con- 
trarius prorsus et absurdus sen- 
sus efficitur. Quam scripturam 
nequis tuendam arbitretur ver- 
bo aùrò ad Protagoram tra- 
hendo et айтф mutando in aire 
(sc. тф ovvdvre), manifesta h. 1. 
est superiorum verborum róre- 
pov avrüs атф йрісто крит Ye- 
petitio, neque tum ferri posset 
hoe aùr : adeo id moleste re- 
dundaret. Idem vitium insedit 
Phileb. р. 34 с. "Iva шу rjv Yu- 
xis )доиђи xopis cóparos őri pá- 
Mora xai évapyécrara Aáßorpev. 
Corr. iva m, et Protag. p. 331 d. 
Kai yàp óriobv бтфойу dyumyémm 
mpogéowe, TÒ yap Aevküv TQ pé- 
Хан Zor ô pù (l. бл) mpoaéowe 
kal тд axAnpóv rà раћакф. Heind. 

This reasoning is probably 
correct. But 85, which is the 
received correction of Phil. 1. c. 
seems more forcible here than 


ту, Which has no particular 
aptness in this passage. ‘If he 
had really persuaded them of 
that which has been now sug- 
gested.’ Cf. p.166. el 8) óvouárav 
yc— : alib. The corruption pro- 
bably originated in the slightly 
obscure reference of aùrós aire, 
or perhaps simply from the 
neighbourhood of py. (i. e. №.) 

Schleiermacher solved the 
difficulty by omitting avrg, and 
referring airés to Protagoras. 
But this destroys the force of 
xal, and the question is not be- 
tween one oracle and another, 
but between the opinion of the 
master and of the common in- 
dividual. For atr referring 
to an indefinite subject, cf. 
Apol. 39: où уар dof abr] ў 
ата\\ауђ ore паро дорат) ore 
ка\т, GAN’ ёкєйлу Kai каХАМттт каї 
р@стт, ш) robs dÀÀovs Kodovev, 
dÀÀ' éavróv mapackevatew Gras 
fora фу ВАтистоѕ. The change 
from plural to singular has been 
elsewhere illustrated. 

The pays is introduced as 
being émwr?uev of the future 
generally, just as the physician 
is of future health or sickness, 
the musician of future harmony, 
&c. ts Gos points distantly 
at Protagoras himself, and his 
position as the prophet of his 
school is hinted at. Cf. supr. 
162. ёк той advrov ris BûB\ou 
éd &éy£aro. 


П R 


rical argu- 
ment. 


And it is 
acknow- 
ledged that 
a state 
must often 
fail in its 
legislation, 
which re- 
gards the 
future. 
Therefore 
one man is 
wiser than 
another, 
and not 
every man, 
but the 
wise man, 
is the mea- 
sure of 
things. 


On this 


ground, 
then, the 


theory can- 


not stand. 
And there 
are other 
points 
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, ^ ۴ , 
TQ. Ovxo)v кай ai vouodeciar кої TO dpéA\uov p. 179. 


› , 
TOU ATOTVYXAVELW ; 


OEO. Мала ye. 


IIAATONOZ 


^ ` , > , ^ ^ * e ^ 
тєрї TO uéAAov єсті, каї Tas àv Opodroyot vouoOerov- 
, 1 > 7 3 ^5 r 
нети поли TroAAakis avayKny eivat TOU Ope\tuoTa- 


EQ. Merpiws apa riv mpòs то» дідаскаћоу aov 


, , , ^ t€ ^ , 
elpraerat, OTL араукт avrQ ópoAoyev софотєроу TE b 


y м 3 M ` \ ^ , kJ 
&ÀÀov &AXov eivat kai TOV HEV TOLOUTOV peETPOV Eval, 


, M бє ^ > у 
EOL oe TO сєттї 


e ^ , 
итде Оотостіоду avayKny 


5 , , е м э م‎ € € 5 
ro elvat pérpo ytyverOat, os арт: pe NvayKaey ó Urêp 


, , , Уу э э , » , ^ 5 
éketvov Aoyos, єт €BovAounv etre ur, TOLOUTOY eivat. 


OEO. 'Exevy por Soke, © ZXóxpares, битта 


۸ 0 € А ۸ , ^ , Ф M 
GANOKETUAL о лоуоѕ, GALOKOMEVOS KAL тайт), N TOS 


^ , ^ T ^ L4 
TOv addwv доЁаѕ kvpías mowi, abro. дє ёфаупсау 


^ > , , , ~ + ^ е , 
1s тойу єкєіроо Aoyous ovdauyn aAnOeis nyouvpeva. 


ZO. IloA\axf, © Өєодоре, Kai GAA” àv TO ye 


^ е , ^ ^ ^ D ^ , 5 
Totoro» adoin, ит) тастау ravros adnOn Soéav eiva. 


^ ` ^ ` er , , Ф е > , 
тєрї de то тарб» «кастф malos, «Ё àv ai aicOnoes 


^ е ^ , , , , 
Kal ai ката raras боёо: y(yvovrat, xaAemórepov 


€ ^ , ^ м ^ ^ , , 
where it is 20 Ae WS ovk &ÀnÜeis. Lows дє ovdev A€yw" avaAcrot 


easily as- 
sailable. 
But it is 
more diffi- 


, "y D ўв , > , ^ 
уар, €. €TUXOV, єтї, ко OL фаскоутєѕ auTas evapyets 


5 ^ > , , A м / ^ 
тє єшо kai Єтісттраѕ Taxa Qv орта Aeyoteu, kai 


2. rûs dv броћоуої] Both from 
experience and from the analo- 
gies just adduced. We pass 
from the individual to the 
state, as in p. 172. 

Arist. Met. К. 1063 а. rovrov 
8’ буто row rov, ros érépovs pêv 
trodnmréov pérpov elvai tors Û 
érépous ovy tmoAnrréov. 

16. Ho\\axî dv] We revert 
from the general saying of 
Protagoras to the particular in- 
terpretation of it given above, 
viz. in its application to the 
doctrine of sense. This has not 


t 


been disproved by the above 
argument, as it has nothing to 
do with the future. 

18. e£ Sy] ‘The momentary 
effect produced on each man, 
from which arise the sensations, 
and the beliefs which are in 
accordance with them.’ Vid. 
p. 156; and note the incipient 
distinction between  alc@nots 
and 8éêa. 

22. бута] Ast. conj. rà óvra, 
but see above, p. 178. ау re 
oierat айтф Kal бута. 


в 


ƏEAITHTOÈ. 
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E 179. o , 00. » , А, ^ м v 6 ^ 
€QLTHTOS OOE OUK ATO акотоо ELPHKEV aig Unoatv Kat 


> , ` , , 5 , 
értoT um» TavTov Oéuevos. mposiréov ov éyyvrépo, 


е e е ^ , , > ГА ^ , 
ws 0 vrep Протауороо Aoyos érérarre, kai akemréov 


` СА , > 7 , м [i \ 
Tyv pepopuévnv тайтту ovaíiav diakpovovra, eire vytes 


єїтє саброу pOéyyerat. раҳ $ оду тєрї ars ov 


$avÀm ovÓ odiyois yéyovev. 
GEO. Поллод xai Ser havdn eivai аАА& тєрї 
pev Tijv 'lIovíav kai emdiOwor партоЛо. oi уар тоў 


€ , е ^ ^ , ^ , 
Нракћетоо єтаїро: xopyyoUgi Tovrov то) Aoyov 


para €ppopévos. 


XQ. TS то, à pire Oeóðwpe, náAXov axemréov: 


^ , » ^ A ЕД ^ e , 
Kat e арх], @OTEP ауто: VITOTELVOVTAL. 


I. ойк ато GKOTOÙ elpnxev] 
Hom. Odyss. ^. 343 : 2 giro, 
ob pay бршу ard ткотой 008" ато 
óns Мъбєта Bagea repippwv. 
Xen. Symp. IL 11: 
6 Aóyos oix апд ToU. ското? #доёєу 
єірдоба. 

3. ekerréov—Buakpovovra] Soph. 
246: Tovyapoty oi mpds афто? 
apqioBnrotvres pada eddasas äv- 
whey её dopárov mobéy dpuivovrat, 
vonrà árra kai асфџрата eio Bua- 
Cipevoe тїр adnOwiy ovaíav. eivat 
та 0 ékeivov copara xal Thy Neyo- 
Ней» Ur айтфу аМбеа> катӣ opi- 
кра Siabpavorres ev rois. Aóyots yé- 
vec. avr’ ovcias фероџёту тий 
Tpogayopevovatr, dv pér 86 тєрї 
ravra 4тАєто$ арфотёроу payn tes 
Ф Өєаіттє, dei Evvéoryeev. This 
combat is somewhat differently 
described in the present pas- 
sage. 


^ n 
kai ovros 87 


4. Tw фєрорёзтүу — obaíav] 
This is the ground on which 
the 'semi-Protagoreans' take 
their stand, the last stronghold 
of the doctrine, as it was the 
first point it occupied. 


Buaxpovovra] Schol: ёк pe- 
тафорӣѕ rûv diaxwdwvoivrey тй 
кєраша, є dxépatd єси. Cf. Phi- 
leb. p. 55: yervalas бё, ef my са- 
брду exer, rûv meptxpovopev. Com- 
pare the English expression, 
* As sound as a bell.’ 

8. embos mápsoNv] * Makes 
rapid strides,’ * gains in import- 


ance, ‘is waged with inereasing 
energy.” 

9. хортуойс: Vid. Demetr. 
Byz. ap. Athen. p. 295. ed. 


Schw. : éxdXovv дё kai xopryyovs, 
ûs фо ó Bufavrios Anunrpos, 
ойх orep viv rois pmolovpévovs 
robs xopovs, Ф\Ла robs Kabryoupe- 
vous TOU XopoU, кабатер rotvopa 
onpaives. 

roórov той Aóyov] Абуоѕ 
is here almost equivalent to 
“school of thought.” Cf. supr. 
Tobs той juerépov xopoU к.т. À. 
infr. rûv éreiokopa(óvrov Aóyov. 

тт. Тф rot] ‘We are the more 
bound to consider the question, 
and that in the light of its first 
principle, even as they present 
it to us in the discussion.” Gorg. 


R2 


tA 


cult to at- 
tack the 
main posi- 
tion, viz. 
that the 
present 
sensible 
impression 
is true. 
Perhaps 
this is im- 
pregnable, 
but let us 
approach, 
and try 
whether its 
foundation 
in the doc- 
trine of 
motion is 
secure, 


I. 8. Criti- 
cism of the 


principle, 
All is mo- 
tion. 

Final re- 
jection of 
the doctrine 
of sense. 

Great has 
been the 
conflict 


n 
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OEO. Hlavrdracı pev ойу. kai yap, © Xoxpares, р. 179. 


IIAATONOZ 


` , a e , a т ` , 
тєрї Tovrov Tov HpakàeTeiwv, N worep ov Aéyes € 


О , s v À , » ~ ` - ^ 
ртрєшу, KAL єтї TTGAGLOTEeDOV, UUTOLS дєр тоў MEPL 


^ м е ^ ЁЛ , 
тт "Edecov, ото: 7poc7oto0vrat єртецрог [eiva | 


ovdev padAdrov oiov тє StadrexOnvaa 3) rois oiaTpadww. 
aTexvas yàp ката rà cvyypappara Qepovrat, To $ 


448 : Фостер cot rà ёитротбе> vre- 
teivaro Xaıpepûv. (kai add. Bodl.) 

(12.) отер афто iroreivovra:| 
Viz. in referring every thing to 
a first principle, whether of fire 
or motion. 

2. Trav ‘Hpaxhereiov] Sc. Soyuá- 
тоу. тєрї roUrow x. T. À. depends 
verbally partly on Sua\exîvat, 
partly on ёртеро, really upon 
the notion * there is no discus- 
sion possible." Cf. infr. ётер 
ja épóv. If the genitives were 
masculine, and out of construc- 
tion, the use of éumeipoc without 
an object would be too abrupt. 
Compare, however, тара pêv Tov- 
rov, below. 

Фостер où AMéyes] p.152. Cf 
Cratyl 439: daívovra: yàp xal 
ёрогує ойт StavonOyvat. 

3. “Opnpeiov] Cf. p. 152. 
fr  maXawrépov| | Orpheum 
intelligit : conf. Cratyl. $ 41. 
(p. 402.) Heind. 

4. eva] Om. Bodl. with se- 
ven other MSS. 

5. rois olerpócw] ‘with men 
in frenzy.’ 

6. drexvûs yap] “ For, in true 
accordance with their master’s 
writings they are ever in mo- 
tion ; but as for dwelling upon 
an argument or question, and 
quietly asking and answering 
in turn, they are absolutely 
without the power of doing so ; 
or rather they possess in a sur- 


passing degree the most perfect 
absence of all quietness, even in 
the minutest respect.” 

The weak point in this ren- 
dering of the last words is тро 
тд pndé сшкрбу = ‘in respect of 
what is less than little.’ For 
mpos, compare Soph. p. 248: 
Grav T map) 7j Tod máoyew i) Bpav 
xai mpós тд opixpdrarov дораш. 
And for ртдё opixpdv, cf. Phileb. 
р. бо с. pdvnow — дорӯ pnde 
тб тшкрётато> čyovoav. But the 
article still presents some diffi- 
culty. We can only suppose 
that in the accumulation of ne- 
gatives pndé сшкрду has taken 
the place of сшкрбтатоу. 

Another possible rendering 
is: ‘Or rather the utter nega- 
tion of it (rò ob oder) sur- 
passes every thing, in regard to 
the absence of all quietness in 
the men.’ But it is difficult to 
find a parallel for this use of то 
ot oùĝév. 

In either case trepBarra is 
probably used absolutely, and 
not with reference to pndev. 
The point is, not that о?’ ойде» 
is a stronger expression than 
pydev, (it should be compared 
with $rrov— 1) rò pndev), but (т) 
the negation is put more 
strongly by being affirmed ; 
(2) терасе: assists the climax, 
as being a stronger word than 
any in the former clause ; and, 
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> ^ LY , ^ , , ^ е , 3 
ETIHELVOL єлї Aoyo KAL єрөтцет: KOL TGOUXLOS EV 


, ЕД , ^ A ` 
р. 180. pépet aroxpivacOa kai ёрќтдог Tjrrov avrois ёи Ñ TO 


, ^ ^ , ^ 
итде” aXXov дё ітерВа\Ає TO ovd ovðèv mpos то 
^ ^ > ^ ^ > СА е , , э у 
илде тшкроь éveivat Tots avÓpagw yovyias’ аАХ' av 
, A + r 
Twa TL ёру @отєр Ex papérpas pnpaTtiokia aivrypa- 
+ , ^ > , * , ^ 
THON @уаттФуте$ атотоёєуоусі, Kav rovrov (rijs 
, ^ e , , ^ 
Aoyov Aafeiv, ті eipnukev, érépo тєтАт{є Kawvas 
perovonuacuévo, Tepaveis дє ovüémore ovdey mpos 
, , > ^ эми » ^ » ^ ^ » , 
ovdeva avTOv' ойде ye ékeivou avroi Tpos adAnAous, 
, > $ , , ` ` эл 5 
GAN єй тагу QvAarTovoi TO илуде» BéBauov єй» elvat 
f» » , ,F ^ e ^ A е , 
unr év №уф uyr ev rais avTav Wuxats, уоуцєион, 
' ^ \ 3 
ws euo Óoket, aùrò aTracipov eivat тойтр de таро 
^ ^ е , , , 
ToÀeuo0gi, каї каб осо» Ovvavrai mavraxoÜev éK- 
BaAAovaw. 
y 5 , ^ y , 
ХО. "соғ, © Өєодорє, rove avdpas payopévovs 
* ` » , ЕД L4 
€ópakas, eipnvevovat Se oU gvyyéyovas. ov yap cot 
^ , 5 ` ^ ^ ^ 
€raipol eigw.  aÀX, oiai, та тойт тоіѕ paOnrais 
э х ^ , ^ ^ , e , e 
єтї a xoÀrjs Ppatovow, oùs av BovdAwvrat opotous av- 
тоф TOTAL. 


(3) if the former rendering is 
correct, what was at first spoken 
of only with reference to argu- 
ment, i8 now asserted generally. 
Cf. infr. pnt’ ev Абуф pyr’ év rais 
abrüv wuxais. Compare with 
irepBdA\eı тд ойд ov8ev—eveivat, 
Arist. Eth. N. IV. т. $ 39. отер- 
Body rov pndevi йу &ddvac. 

5. orep ёк фарётра x. т. №.) 
Cf. Protag. 3 42. (of the Spartans) 
та pêv ro\\d év rois Adyots ebprae 
$avAóv rwa cawdpevov, ётета, 
$mov dy rixn tv Aeyouévov, évé- 
Bade pijpa Враҳ? xai ovverrpap- 
pévov, Фостер 8ewds dxovriarys. 

рпратіскіа alnyp.) ‘ Plucking 
up as from a quiver sayings 
brief and dark, they let them 


fly at you.’ 

6. dvarravres] Cf. Soph. Aj. 
302. Adyous dvéa ma. 

rovrov] Sc. той pnparısxiov. 

7. Ti €ipnke] Se. тд puuaríaxtov. 

кар реторорасиёрф) | * Of 
words new-fangled ill,’ ‘ of 
terms strangely twisted to an 
unheard-of sense.’ 

IO. Bégawv—ocráciov] * Fix- 
ed settled—stationary.’ 

eva] ‘6a is purposel 
avoided, ашы 

16. ob ydp cox ётаїро{ dow] The 
dislike of a geometrician to the 
Heraclitean method is not un- 
natural. 

17. rà toara] Sc. elpnvixa з. 


rà 848ша ev rois Aóyois. 


10 


- 
th 


and many 
the com- 
batants on 
either side. 
The friends 
of Heracli- 
tus in Ionia 
defend the 
doctrine of 
motion 
with all 
theirmight. 
But we 
must take 
theirtheory 
into our 
own hands 
to test it. 
For the 
men are in 
а flux, and 
offer us no 
hold for ar- 
gument. 
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, ^ 3 , ` 
OEO. Поогѕ padnrais, à Satuovute ; ode уѓуиєто p. 180. 
^ , , . , 
TOY ToLovTwY ETEpos érépov рабт, GAA’ avroóparot c 
e + a ^ 
avadvovra, ómoÜev àv туут exaoTos arav évÜov- 
СА ^ ^ y се , ^ t A , / 
gi&cas, Kal TOV €repov 0 érepos ovdev nyeirat eidevat. 
M 3 ^ 
smapà иё оду rovrov, тєр Na €pGv, ойк Qv TOTE 
А , м e, м .or; , \ ` 
AaBors Aoyov ойтє ExOvTwY OUTE akovrov' avTous дє 
^ , LÀ ^ 
Set mapadaBovras Фостер rpoBAnua éma korea Oat. 
, ^ , 
The pro- EQ. Kai perpiws ye Aéyew. TO ye dn mpoBAnpa 


blem now 


beforeushas @AAo т. mapeAndapev Tapa pev TOV apxalwy, pera 
come down sre p X 


, , , ^ , е е , 
Кош. an, 19 TOMTEOS ETLKPUTTTOMEV@V TOUS тоААой$, ws 7) yeveris d 
cient times. 


~ , е 
тб» GAÀcv парту 'Okeavos тє кой 'Губоѕ pevuara 


1. Пош раётгаїх) Rep. 330. are probably due rather to the 
По?” éxextnoduny, Ф &.; et alib. soil than to the germ. Com- 
2. аётбиато: dvapovrat] ‘They paratively little of this is to be 
spring up unbidden, wherever found in Heraclitus himself, al- 
each happens to have caught though for their abrupt quaint- 


the afflatus." ness his sayings might be called 
3. бтббе» йу тоху —6доусійсаѕ) рпратіскіа aivyparadn. 
Contrast with this Hegel, С. 4. 5. ойк äv wore AáBow Aóyov] 


Ph. p.55. ‘It is the very spi- Ar. Met. T. 4. 1006. а. yedoiov 
rit of this whole recital, that. rò ттеу Aóyov mpds тд» pnOevds 
the more developed Philosophy čyovra Adyov, 7) р) xev. öpouos yap 
of a later age, is really the pro- фитф ó rowbros ў rowüros 81. 
duct of the previous labours of K. 1063 a: m8» yàp ri6évres 
the thinking mind: that it 1s а»иродоч тд Sua\éyeodar kai ddws 
required and determined by Adyor, боте mpos pév тойу тоой- 
these earlier views, and has not rovs oix ёст: Adyos. 

sprung of itself independently б. aùroùs 8ё дє mapadaSdvras} 
from the ground.’ (Nicht isolirt * But we must take the doctrine 
fiir sich aus dem Boden gewach- out of their hands, and con it 
sen ist.) For the expression over by ourselves like a geo- 
airéparot dvapiorvra, cf. Rep. metrical theorem.’ The object 
520: афтбиати yap ¢upvovra of mapadraSdvras is vague; nei- 
dxovons rîs’ ёи éxdoty moMreías. ther Adyov in the sense just 
As in pp. 172 sqq. we had a used, nor dpyjv; but rà 'Hpa- 
description of the man corre- xAerreia rara, ў тї rotobrov. 
sponding to Protagoras' theory, 8. ré ye 3) rpéB\nua] * Well, 
so here we have the men of the theorem, as you call it.’ 
Heraclitus. The wildness and Compare with the repetition of 
the enthusiasm, at once specu- ye the double use of уар, ddd, 
lative and irrational, are Ori- к. r. А. 

ental rather than Greek, and 11. реўрата rvyyáve] Sc. бита, 
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, ^ Or Y ^ ^ ^ e , a 
p. 180, TUyXavet. kai ovdey Єтттүкє, Tapa де TØV vaTepov, ATE 
, > ` > , GA ^ е 
софотєроу, avahavdov amodexvupevwr, wa kai oi 
, ЕД ^ ` ^ , 
скототоро: avrGv туу codiav џабосі akovcavres 


^ , > 1 os? A 4 e , ^ 
kai zavcaovraL nrABiws oiouevor та HEV earavat, та 


c 


M ^ ^ v , A , ^ 

6€ kiveto ĝar TOv дутор, wabovtes Ò от: парта Kivel- 

^ ; ` , 3 , 

Tat Tiu avTovs; оМ№уоо дё éreAadoumv, o Oeo- 
4 м $3.5 , , , , 5 

Swpe, бт Лог ad ravavría тойто @тєфтуауто, Olov 
p ^ , 4. У 5 e 

aktvyrov TreAé8e, TO тат буор. elvat, кої аАЛа дса 

, ГА , ^ , 

MéAwoool тє kai Пардєїдал evavriovpevor Tact TOV- 

LI , > A 
rots Ou XvpiCovrat, Фу ё re ravra єттї kal ёсткєу 


к E ow 4 i^ , м + , ? ^ T , 
арто €V ауто, оок €XOV хорау EV y KLVELTQL. OUTOLS 


which is purposely (or instinc- 
tively) omitted. "Qkeavds re xai 
Тпбоѕ are in apposition with 4 
yéveors, and fevpara is predicate. 
ós, &c. expresses not what the 
poets said, but what they meant, 
depending partly on тареллф. 

3- oxvrordpor] I.e. * The mean- 
est artificers.’ Cf. Prot. 324. : 
és péev—elxdras drro0€xovrat—xal 
xaAkéos xai скототброо cupBov~ 
Aevovros rà тоћтіка : alib. They 
do not inquire whether they are 
understood or not. 

7. Olo] MSS. olov. But the 
words of Simplicius in Aristot. 
Phys. f. у. а. are decisive: dxi- 
уто атф dvupveî kal póvov ûs 
Távrov è$nphpevov. 

8. теде, rà таті) So all 
the MSS. Buttm. conj. т £ueva:, 
TQ тарт. This is gathered from 
the quotations of Simplicius, 
and is probably right. 

то. éarqkev aùrò év abri] * All 
Being is One, and standeth 
self-contained, not having any 
space in which it moves. The 
nearest approach to this latter 
assertion in the fragments of 
Parmenides is in the lines— 


(78—85 Mull.) 0082 &aperóv 
ёст, ёте rûv ёттї» Opotov, ovde 
тї Tjj paddov Té Kev etpyot pw 
EvvéxerOat, ot8é тї xe«pórepov: тй 
ёг mMéov éariv Čovros’ тф :Euvexes 
rûv éoriv, у yap Covre re\dfet. 
Aùràp dxivnrov peyddwy év тєірасі 
Secpar ёсти, йрарҳоу, dmavarov, 
enel yéveois kai ddeOpds тїйє par’ 
ёт\ауҳётсау, йтосє 8 тісті dàn- 
Ons. rabróv 8 dv ror re pévov 
каб éavró тє кета. 

He asserts, however, that 
Being is not without bounda- 
ries, else it would be imperfect. 

Zeno appears to have said, 
that being was neither with nor 
without boundaries, Cf. Arist. 
de Xenoph. Gorg. et Melisso, 
€. 3: "Аюу ¢ дута xal éva xai 
opapoedy, ойт dretpov, ore re- 
терасбаг "Ameipor yap тд pù elvat 
—————тд 8 £v ore тф oix буп 
ore rois móÀAow броюдсда. "Ev 
yàp oix хє rûùs бт repaveî. 

The Eleatics did not abstract 
the idea of Being from that of 
extension, although its fulness 
destroyed the idea of space. It 
was here that the Atomists 
joined issue with them. To 


tn 


Put wise 
men for- 
merly veil- 
ed their 
meaning 
from the 
multitude 
in poetry, 
not as these 
now, who 
make no se- 
cret of their 
views, amd 
seek to win 
universal 
suffrage for 
them, and 
to convert 
men from 
the foolish- 
ness of com- 
mon sense. 


Their vehe- 
mence al- 


most makes 


us forget 
the oppo- 
site host, 
who say 
that the 
One Being 
which fills 
all things 
doth not 
move. 

We find 


ourselves 
on the dan- 
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3 43 е % ^ ` s 
ойу, © éraipe, mace тї ҳрусоџеда; ката сшкроу р. 180. 


IIAATONOZ 


^ -r , > , ЫЈ ` , 
yap mpoiovres AcAnOapev auQorépov eis то pérov 
TENTWKOTES, Kal dûv pn Ty apvvouevo д:афууоџер, 


üikyv дӧсошєу doep oi év rais waAaíaTpais 0:0 p.181. 


Sypappns maiCovres, órav vm agQorépov An$6évres 
ёАкоритой eis Tavavria. докє оди pot TOUS єтёрооѕ 


, , * ^ 
трбтєроу axerréov, еф обспєр wpunoapev, TOUS 
s.s ^ э\ , , , , 
peovras. kai €av uév Te Qaivowrat Aéyovres, avveA- 


Éopev per’ avràv nuas adrovs, roUs érépovs éxjvyeiv 


, an M е ^ g ^ , , 
10 Treipw@pevot. éav бе oi TOU OÀov GTaci@rat @Атубе- 


, ^ , ` 5 

otepa Àéyew Soxdcr, фєобоџеда тар avrovs ат ай 
^ A05 f, + , , › А ^ 

TOV Ta акилута kwovvrow. ajQorepo. Ò àv фардо: b 


Leucippus and Democritus the 
relations of body were not 
symbolieal but real. They felt 
that they must account for mo- 
tion. Hence their assertion of 
the existence of empty space, 
тб xevóv, or, in other words, тд 
pi) v in the material sense. 

2. els rò pécov] Viz. by hav- 
ing partly discarded and partly 
retained the principle, émornpn 
aig6nows,—rdv Протауброу Adyov 
M) mavrámagi Aeyovres. 

4. ёікпи Óócouer] For the hu- 
mour, cf. Rep. 474: r$ vre 
roÜa(óuevos ores Sixnv. 

dià ypappis maifovres] A game, 
like our French and English, 
was called duedxvorivda. 

6. orei обу po] “I think 
therefore we ought first to ex- 
amine the one “faction, in the 
direction of whom we started, 
these wavering movers of un- 
rest ; and if we find any truth 
in them, we will join our efforts 
with theirs to pull us to them, 
endeavouring to shake the 


others off. But if those who 
stand for the unbroken Whole 
of Being seem to speak more 
reasonably, we will desert to 
these again from the revolu- 
tionary violenee of the move- 
ment party." 

7. ros péovras] They are hu- 
morously identified with their 
principle. Vid. supr. dreyvàs yàp 
karû Ta avyypáppara pépovrat, 

For a similar reference to a 
set of persons by an epithet, 
cf. Phileb. 46: obs eimopev vo- 
xepeis. Soph. 248: тд viv 5j 
pnOev mpós rovs ymyeveis. Rep. 
p. 488: rò пабоѕ rà» emere- 
grTarov. 

II. бт аф rûv] (dm aùrûv rûv 
rap’ avrovs Bodl. Vat. Ven. П. 
Пар’ avrovs an’ аўтфу cett. ab and 
rûv Bekk.) We pass from the 
image of the game to that of a 
eivil war, in which the Hera- 
cliteans are the * movement,’ or 
revolutionary, party. There is 
probably a slight play on the 


word ттаофта. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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р. 181. идеи perpiov Aéyovres, yedoior éooueda ryovpevor 


pûs pév Tı Aéyew davAovs ovras, maymadaious дё 
кої TaccOQovs avdpas amodedoxipaxores. Opa ov, 


з ^ ^ m 
@ Өєодорє, ei AvatreAet eis тосодто» mpoiévat kiv- 


Óvvov. 


> ar ` , 3 һә 
OEO. Орде» pev ойу avexrov, © Zoxpares, и ov 
, , , е - ^ 
д:аскејрасдо тї Aéyovaiw ékdrepor тб» avdpav. 
, a EA ^ A , 
ХО. Xkemréov av єї) со? ye ойто mpoOvpoupevov. 
^ 3 ^ 3 ^ 
Aoket оду por dpXxî) eivat THS скерєюѕ kunjaeos тєр, 
^F , ^ 
е molov Ti more apa Aéyovres фасі rà тарта києісбои. 
, ^ + ` , g "Y 56 
BovrAopar бе Aéyew TO Tow vÓe' morepov év Ti єїдо$ 
э ^ , a LÀ э ^ , , ^ , 
aurs A€yovow 7) ®Фттєр enol paiverat, доо; ит uév- 
, э ۹ , , ` ГА ^ # ow 
TOL povov Єдої Ooketro, aÀÀà cvppéreye kai со, iva 


^ , y ` 8 / , À APRES. 1 
кош) Tacywpev, av TL Kai дер. kat ро: Àeye apa 
^ ^ е + , , , 
кшєїтӨол Kadeis, orav тї хорау Єк хораз ueragaAAm 

ы ^ ^ ^ 
7] каї єў TQ avT@ oTpEepyra. 


GEO. "Eyoye. 


^ M ^ 
ZO. Тодто pev тойу» êv é€orw eidos. Orav 8 
` , ^ , ^ , 8 / ^ EX. , À ^ 
d uev év TQ айтф, упраску дє, ў uéAav ёк Аєикой 


3 


“ 
a 


7 


oKAnpov єк padaxod yiyunTat, 1] Twa аААти addoiw- 


1. pndev pérpov] ‘ Nothing 
worthy of our reception.’ 

6. Офёё› pèv оду dvexróv] * No 
course is to be endured that 
would prevent us from deter- 
mining, &c.' 

8. со? ye ora mpofvuovpévov] 
‹ You, that were so reluctant to 
begin the discussion.' Cf. supr. 
p. 169 : ob pévror mepairépo ye dv 
трот{бєтш olds т’ Eropa mapaa xeiv 
épavróv то. 

9. dpxn] This is the predi- 
cate: the subject being con- 
tained in what follows. Hence 
no article is required. 


12. $ Фостер ёро dalverai, 
dúo] Parm. 138 : xewovperdy ye 
ў péporo ў а\Лоюіто й” abra 
yàp uóva. xunoas. No argu- 
ment can be drawn from this 
about the comparative dates of 
the two dialogues : although 
the passage in which the dis- 
tinction is elaborated, and not 
assumed, might naturally be 
supposed the earlier. 

Aristot. Phys. Ausc. VIII. 3. 
$ 3: mpds ойс, кайтер oU Opi(ov- 
ras тоа» кито Aéyovaw ў тата, 
ov xaderdy дтаутђоси. 


rous mid- 

le ground 
between 
these ar- 
mies. With 
which side 
shall we go? 
Shall we 
declare for 
the inviola- 
ble consti- 
tution of all 
things, or 
for the 
movement 
party? Let 


~ us examine 


10 


e= 
tn 


the latter 
first, as we 
began with 
them. 
Motion is 
their prin- 
ciple. Do 
they admit 
that motion 
is of two 
kinds, loco- 
motion and 
change ! 


On their 
granting 
this, weask, 
Do you 
mean that 
all things 
move in 
both these 
ways! And 
they must 
say, Yes; 
or else it 
will be as 
true to say 
that things 
stand still, 


as that they 15 К@ 


move. 
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a 3 , м 5 , 
ow dAdowTa, apa ойк akvov érepov єідоѕ фарои Kt- p.181. 


vigeos ; 
GEO. "Еџогує докєї. 


IIAATONOX 


ХО. 'Avaykaiov pev оби. дио dn A€yw TovTw eir 


, , ^ ^ + 
5 килутєо<, аААХоютш, THY дё тєрїфора@у. 


OEO. 'Op6Gs ye Aeyov. 
ZO. Тобто то» ойто OwAouevot Sua\eydpueda 


м ^ ` , , ^ a> ^ . 
70: Tois та парта hackover kweigÜat Kai EpwTapev 

З м s 
morepov тй» hare duporépos києісдои, pepouevov 


érépos ; 


à ` ` 
to тє Kal GÀÀowUuevov, % TO uév тї auorépos, TO д e 


OEO. 'AAAa uà Al’ ёуоує ойк exw єтє" otpor 


8 av фара: арфотєроѕ. 


ХО. Ei 8é ye yn, © éraipe, kwovpeva Te [avrois] 


i éorôra (aveira, кої ovdev uaAAov ops ee 


єїттєї OTL kweirat та парта 1) OTL ёстукєр. 
OEO. 'AAnbeorara Аеуе». 
УО. Odxoiv ered) кшейтба афта Set, то 8 u) 


~^ ^ > - , , ~ 
kwela: u) eveivar pndevi, тарта dn mácav Kivnow р. 182. 
зо GEL KWETAL. 


5. Gdoiwow, тту 8 mepupopar] 
Coisl. rjv pêv dAd., ту» 8 mepo. 
—quod glossema sapit. Stallb. 
It may be asked why cireular 
motion should be chosen to re- 
present фора. The answer pro- 
bably is, that the revolution of 
the Heavens is conceived of as 
embracing all other kinds of 
motion. Cf. supr. éws per 7 
mepupopa  Kwoupérn kal ó fhios. 

Perhaps also the revolution 
of the Heavens (or of the Sun) 
is symbolical of the Heraclitean 
cycle of elements. (Lassalle.) 
For mepipopa interchanged with 
фора, вее Rep. p. 528: ev mep- 





фора ёт bv orepedv AaBóvres 
derpovouíav €Aeyov, форй» obrav 
Ba@ous. 

7. badreydpeda т] Imagining 
them, for the sake of our argu- 
ment, to be less impracticable. 
trorBéuevot vouiuórepov abrovs ў 
viv éÓchovras ёу drokpivacdat. 
(Soph. 246.) 

14. Kevoupeva Te[atrois ]kai ёстёта 
gaveira| Cf. Rep. 436 : as of ye 
arpéBiror бАо‹ ёттатї тє dua xai 
куойбути. MSS. éavrots. 

19. véva) Almost all the 
MSS. have êv elvai. But the cor- 
rection of the Bodl. MS. appears 


to be in an ancient hand. 


p. 182. 


ӨЕАТТНТОЎ. 


OEO. ’Avayxn. 


181 


^ ^ , A 
ZO. Zxome by por тодє arav’ 7s Oepporntos 7 
^ СА 
Лєукотттоѕ ?) Отоџоду yévegtv ovx ойто Tas eA€youev 
, > , , Y , е? » , 
фарои avrovs, peper Oat ékaa rov rovrov ара aicO oe 


^ ^ ^ r , ^ ^ 
perakv тод тообутду тє kal пасҳортоѕ, kal TO MEV 5 


mc Xov taicOnrovt аА ойк aia0naw ёт yiyver Oa, 


2. Зкӧте ð) por róðe abróv] 
Cf. p. 149 : "Ap' oly ёт: kai. тбдє 
abràv jo65ca: ; 

3. ora mos éMyouev] Supr. 
pp. 156. 157. 159. 

5. тд pêv mácxov tale6nróv] 
aloÓnróv is inconsistent with the 
context, and with the language 
used elsewhere in the dialogue. 
Buttmann conjectured аісбуту», 
to which Schleiermacher ob- 
jected that тд mácxov means the 
sensorium, and not the sentient 
subject. But the distinction 
between them is not clearly 
marked from the Protagorean 
point of view. Indeed the con- 
ception of a *sensorium' no- 
where appears, at least in this 
part of the dialogue. It is only 
in speaking of a particular 
sense that rd máryov means, for 
instance, the eye. (p. 157.) 

In p. 159 it appears doubtful 
whether тд mácxov means the 
tongue or Socrates, or more in- 
definitely the * recipient. And 
even if rà mácxor is limited to 
the organ of sense, there is no 
reason why alo@yr7js should not 
be used of this. (Cf. Xen. Mem. 
I. 5: ў yAósca yvópeov rovrov 
éveipyáa 6n.) 

The noun alcênrfs appears to 
be suggested in p. 160, (if it is 
not coined on the spot,) by the 
use of ётотђроу just before. 


In the present place it might 
recur naturally, as it is in the 
manner of Plato to recal a 
train of thought by repeating 
some remarkable word. (Rep. 
488. of émexéorara, Supr. 180. 
ré ye 8) трёВ\лџа.) To which it 
may be added, that there is 
a consciousness of technicality 
observable in the present pas- 
sage. (tows обу ў тобтпе dua dñ- 
Aókoróv re haiverat буона x. r. À.) 
Apart from these considera- 
tions, the rareness of the word, 
which would be a strong argu- 
ment in its favour if it had 
MS. authority, must be allowed 
to weigh against it as a conjec- 
tural reading. And it may also 
be urged, that the masculine 
gender of aic@yrns would impair 
the effect of the passage, in 
which every thing seems to be 
made, as far as possible, neuter 
and impersonal. 

The other conjectural read- 
ing, aloBavdpevov, agrees per- 
fectly with the context and 
with all that precedes, and it 
is quite possible that alo@yrdv 
may have slipped in instead of 
it by an unéonscious logical 
inversion on the part of the 
copyist. 

6. ёт] i.e. when we carry 
our analysis so far. 


8 2 


Let us now 
recal their 
theory of 
sensations 
and quali- 
ties, which 
were said 
to flit be- 
tween the 


subject and 
the object. 
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^ \ ^ , , 
тд бё тооду тобу Tt АА oU тошттута; tows ойу з p. 182. 


IIAATONOZ 


, v 
то:0т dua addoKorov тє (aívera: Ovoua Kai ov 
, , ' , . ` , з у 
pavOavers dÜpoov Aeyóuevov' ката pépn оди dkove. 
^ ^ ^ м , м , ^ 
TO yàp погоди ойтє дєршотуѕ ойтє Aevkorns, Oeppov b 
A 
5 де каї Aevküv yiyverat, Kai TÀÀÀa ойто. puéuuncau 


, , ^ , е СА эү / a 
ap поо EV то T ocÓev ort OUTWS єАєүоцєр, €v 
, 


` xs ` 5 
udev avro каб avro eivat 


ro xov, ФАХ 


pnd 3 ` ^ a 
ил av то тоор 7 


' e£ бдифотёро» mpos GAAnAa съуугумо- 


pevov Tas aicOnoes kai rà аісӨпта &morikrovra та 


^ ^ у ГА ^ ^ , , 
pev rota arta yCyvea0at, та Se aiaÜavopeva. 


ӨЕО. Méuvguar mas д o); 


ZO. Та uév толур adda xaipew eagwper, eire c 


adAws elre обтоѕ Аёуоуси”" 
тобто povoy фоХатторер, epwravres* 


е 
ob Ò veka Aéyonev, 
Kweira: kai 


ел ¢ , ` , з , 
pet, ws hare, ra парта; 1 уар; 


тоб» т] MSS. moiobrri. 
But the Bodleian margin has 
roy rı, with marg. F, corr. E. 

ў тот] Two difficulties 
stand in the way of the recep- 
tion of any new *term of art ;' 
the strangeness of the word, 
and the effort required to fol- 
low the generalization which it 
presupposes. 

2. Ф\№бкотоу) * Strange. and 
uncouth.’ 

3. 4брбо> Xeyépuevov] * The col- 
lective (i. e. general) expression.” 
This harmonizes with the lan- 
guage adopted above, p.157. деї 
êê xai karû uépos ойто Aéyew kal 
тєрї ro\\ûv dÓpgowÜévrov, ф 8) 
abpoicpar: avOpwrdy тє ridevrau 
xai Alĝoy Kal ёкатто> (adv тє ка} 
«до. 

The conception of quality is 
of later growth than that of 
kind or form ; this being less 


abstract, and still retaining a 
tinge of metaphor. 

8. а d£ dudorépov 
cÜavóueva] The construction al- 
ters as the sense develops itself ; 
at first scarcely more is intended 
than yiyrecOa бета deù yiyveras : 
presently the genitive becomes 
the subject of the infinitive. 
* But out of both as they come 
together—they become, while 
producing sensations and sen- 
sible things, the one of a cer- 
tain kind, the other percipient.’ 

14. vdAdrrapev—iva р) ФФ 
татр pévov] Cf. supr. p. 154: $v- 
Хатто ий évavría «imo. . 
p. 183: fva 3) éxe(v ў dréxpuats 
6p) pa». And, for the argu- 
ment, Cratyl. 439 : *Ap' ody olóv 
Te просєтєё» аўто dpOas, «i det 
trekepxerat, mpa@rov pêv Gre éxeiwó 
éorw, ётета ri rowvroy, ў ava 


dua ўр Aeydvrwv Ado atrd edbis 





OEAITHTOZ. 188 


p.182. ӨЕО. Nai. 


ZO. Ovxoiv duporépas as OwAOueÜa килуте, 
depopeva тє kal adAotovpeva ; 
GEO. [las ё ой; єї тєр ye 05) reAéos килаєтаі. 


EQ. Ei uév тойи épépero povor, nAdAowodro дё 5 


, » LÀ , ^ e y ta ^ t 
ил}, €lxopev av Tov єітєі, Ola атта pet та pepopueva’ 


a ~ , 
7 Tas A€ymper ; 


OEO. Oros. 


d  ZQ. 'Ereð) 06 орде roro peéver, TO Aevküv ре 


^ cer ^ , " ^ 
то péov, adda peraBadrAct, dore Kal avTOU TOUTOU зо 


eivat pony, Tis Aevkórgros, kai peTaBoAny eis GAANV 


, a е ^ , ГА 3 2 L 44 ГА 
xpoav, iva ш) аАф rary uévov' apa more обу тє т! 
^ ^ A ^ , 
просєлтєу yppa, dore kai OpOas Tpoaayopevew ; 
a м 
GEO. Kai ris unyavn, © Хократєѕ; 3) aAAO yé 


^ , э э , е , „ 
TL TÕV тоутвь, ётер ael Aéyovros їлтєёєрҗєтшї, ATE 15 


ёт) péov ; 


EQ. Tí дё лєрї aicOjoews ёродиєу orotacov, 


є ^ ^t ^ ^o» , , wo’ э ^ ^ 
0:00 T$ TOU opav 7) акооєи 5. єє} TOTE EV ауто TO 


e ^ a , , 
e орау 1) aKoveL ; 


GEO. Oùkovv dei ye, єїтєр парта kwetraa. 
EQ. Ore dpa орӣ» mpocpuréov te paddov ў ш) 
орй>, ovd€ ти GAAmv alaOnow paddAov Ñ) ur), партои 


, , 
ye TWAVTWS KLVOUJMEVOV. 


OEO. Où yap oiv. 


TQ. Kal uv aicOnois ye єтїтттїшл], ws ehaper 25 


, , ^ , 
€yo тє kai Qeairnros. 
OEO. *H» rara. 


у‹у>етбш kai. Ùreğuévat kal pyxére 
ойто €yew ; 

12. Ti mpoceumeiv xpópa] To 
give the name of any color 
(to an object) — To use the 


name of any colour so as to 
apply it rightly. 

17. Ti 8è тєрї aloÓ7o cos] So far 
of aloĝnrá, now of alrĝnoes. 


If the qua- 
litiesmoved 
without 
changing, 
we might 
give them 
names. But 
now, while 
each of 
them is 
moving be- 
tween ob- 
ject and 
subject, 

it also 
changes, 
80 that 
while you 
are naming 
it, it has 
become 
something 
else. 


And the 
same argu- 
ment ap- 
plies to the 
sensations, 
and to Sen- 
sation, 
which we 
said was 
Knowledge. 
Therefore 
when we 
said Sensa- 
tion was 
Knowledge, 
it would 
have been 
equallytrue 
to say, Not- 
knowledge. 


The princi- 
ple of mo- 
tion has 
proved a 
fallacious 
support, 
since ac- 
cording to 
it every 
answer, 
whether 
Yes or No, 
is, or rather 
becomes, 
equally 
true, except 
that both 
Yesand No 
are falsified 
while we 
are utter- 
ing them. 
A new dia- 
lect should 
be, invented 
to carry out 
this theory. 
The only 
word for it 
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ПЛАТОМОХ 


EQ. Ov dpa ётісттить paddov % ur) ётист- P- 182. 
иту &тєкрш&дєба ёротфуєџог б ті éaTw ётитттрилр. 


OEO. ’Eoikare. 


a е ^ 
ZO. KaAóv àv ушу cupBaivor то émravopÜoua 
^ ЕД , ^ ЕД ^ v r 

5 Ts amoxpicews, mpoOvunbciow amoðeika: бт: парта 

^ е \ 3 ^ бэ , > ^ ^ M > 

кшєїтол, iva dn exewn 1 атокриті ор) фат). то 8, 
є P» ^ ^ , 

Фе €oikev, фарр, ei тарта KWETAL MATA атокриі, 


ы = м , , e , > ^ 9 A 
тєрї отоо àv Tig amTokpivyTar, opoiws op?) eivat, obra 
+ у , ^ ` v ‚ ` , r 
T êxew havar kal ит ойто, єї де BovAet, yiyveobau, 


OEO. 'Opóós Аєуєе. 


е? ` , , ^ ^ , 
то Wa UN OTHTWpEV аутоиѕ тф Аоуо. 


EQ. Плуу ye, © Өєодорє, бтї ойто тє elrov xai 


» "¥ ^ ^ rar ^ ` Y , e rat A 
ойу ойто. Set дє ойде тойто то ойто A€yew* ovde уар 


p. 183. 


à м ^ ` Y. эм 35 ` v 3 \ 
àv Єтї kwwoiro TO ойто” ovÓ ad ш) ойто” ovde yap b 


4. Кайду dy piv] “ Here is a 
fine result of having corrected 
(or completed) our first answer 
in our eagerness to prove that 
nothing is at rest, and so to 
make it clear that that first an- 
swer was right, whereas it would 
seem to be made clear that if 
nothing is at rest, every answer 
upon whatever subject is equally 
right, both ‘it is so’ and ‘it is 
not so,’ or, if you choose, * be- 
comes so,’ that we may say no- 
thing that would bring them to 
a stand-still." Heind. compares 
Rep. X. 602: xapies dv eln к.т.А. 

8. ойто т &yew фари) In ap- 
position to dámóxpwis. While 
you are naming a quality, it is 
altered and slips away; and 
while you are naming a sensa- 
tion, it has given place to an- 
other. While you say the words 
Sense is knowledge, your theory 


15 тодто Kivnots’ &ÀÀa ти” GAAnY horny Éeréov тоф 


of change compels you to utter 
in the same breath, Sense is 
not knowledge. In supporting 
your answer by the doctrine of 
motion, you have made this 
and every other answer alike 
unstable. 

12. IIAjv ye, à Geóbope] pi is 
changed to oùx, because the 
words are taken out of their 
hypothetical connexion. Com- 
pare the language of the Par- 
menides, e.g. p. 158 : & тє bv 
kai то\Аа Kal pyre êv руте ro\\d. 

13. o¥d€ yàp] “ For when we 
think of ‘so, there is no mo- 
tion in it: nor yet in ‘not so.' " 

15. dÀAd rw Any evi» Geréov] 
Cf. supr. 157. Soph. 252 : TÓ re 
elvai тоу тері тарта dvayeá(ovra 
XPT dar Kal TÓ xepis kai тф Awy 
kai TQ каб аўто xai pupilos éré- 
pos, dy axpareis буте eipyerOat 
kal р) cvrámrew ev rois Абуо ойк 


ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 
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` , ^ е ^ 
p. 183. Tov Aoyov roUrov A€yovaww, ds viv ye mpos THY aù- 


^ е , > v ev , ` м % э чэ 
TOv Urodecıv ойк ёуоис: phuaTa, ei uy ара TO oS 


LÀ , > + А > ^ е , м 
OTOS. рамата Ò ойтоѕ av avrois арротто, атєроу 


Лєудџиєрор. 


OEO. Оікєотатт уоди Siadextos abr avrois. 


ХО. Okov, © Өєодорє, rod тє cob éraípov 


аттАЛауџєба, kai ойто соуҳородрєу айтф тарт 
е avdpa партои хртиатои pér pov elvat, av uù фрои- 
pos Tis 1 ётісттиуи re оїсбпош ov avyxwpnoopeba 
ката ye т TOU парта києісдо: peOodov. e uN ті 


Tos ФААоѕ Өєштүтоѕ 0дє Aye. 


Drov Séovra rûv efereyfdvrev, 
к. T. A, 

(15.) pov] “ Dialect.” 

Arist. Met. I. 4. 1008. a: 
ore yàp otras or ойу obras Aé- 
yet, GAN’ otros re Kal ody obras. 
каї таму ye ravra andgnow dudo 
Gre of ойто ore ody ойто, ei 
yap py, n д» ely тї &piopévov. 

Aristotle points out (1), that 
it does not follow, because 
quantity is wholly relative, that 
quality need be so also; (2) that 
it is not the quality, but the 
subject of it, which changes. 

Sensations are wholly shifting 
and relative. They could not 
be the objects of the mind, un- 
less we perceived resemblance 
and difference in them. In 
every act of sense, therefore, 
there is a universal element, 
and the mind gives to it its 
own stamp of unity. 

Arist. Met. T. 1008. а: xai 
yiyvera 8) TÒ ' Ava£ayópov, dpod 
mávra xpnuara’ Sore pôv adrnOas 
tmdpxew. 1d dópiwrrov ov éoikact 
Aéyew, kai oldpevor тд bv Aéyew, 
тєрї ToU рї dvros Aéyovaw* Td yap 
duvdper by kai р) evredexeia тд 


абрістбу ёсти. 

2. TÒ 008 Gras—<drretpor Aeyó- 
pevov] With most of the Greek 
philosophers the Infinite was a 
purely negative idea. 

At this point sensation ap- 
pears to be annihilated. And 
yet if we view the dialogue as 
a whole, the impression we re- 
ceive from it is rather this :— 
Sensations are purely relative 
to the individual, and infinitely 
diverse : taken alone, therefore, 
they caunot be the objects of 
knowledge and thought : but it 
is not denied that they are the 
occasions of thought and the 
conditions of knowledge. (p. 
186. év pêv dpa rois пабђрасі» 
oix ён émornun, ev 82 тф wept 
{кє(ушу ovddoyiop@.) 

3. ores dy aùr.) Viz. odd 
Gras. 

6. той тє той éraípov] This те 
is answered to by émorjpny re—. 
kai is epexegetic. 

Aristotle, Met. Г. тооо. a, ex- 
presses the same sense of relief, 
kai той Adyou аттААаудёуо‹ йу el- 
nuev тоў dkpárov Kal keAvovrós тї 
тӯ Siavoig dpica. 


5 


at present 
is, In no 
way. 

Thus we 
are rid, not 
only of 
Protagoras, 
but also of 
the theory 
of sense, so 
far as it is 
based on 


motion. 


Theetetus 
desires now 
to hear the 
opposite 
theory (that 
of rest) dis- 
cussed. But 
Socrates 
declines 
doing so. 

* Parmeni- 
des, whom 
I once saw 
in his old 
age,inspires 
me, for his 
glorious 
depth, with 
reverence 
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OEO. "Арит єрпкаѕ, à Zokpares" rovrov yàp p.183. 


IIAATONOX 


^ , , 
mepavOevrwv kai єнє Set атуАЛаҳбои со: атокршо- 


^ ^ , > M ` ^ ^ 
pevov ката Tas соубпкаѕ, ere то тєрї ToU Про- 


Tayopov Aóyov TéÀos сой}. 


5  OEAL Му тр y dv, à Өєодорє, Хократтѕ тє 


i ^ r ` ^ € , , 
кої со ToU; Qackovras a) то wav éarava, биєАбтүтє, d 


@omep apr. mpovber be. 


GEO. М№оѕ àv, © Өєаітттє, rovs mpeaBurépous 


adixeiy дідаскеѕ ópoAoyías mapafaivovras ; adda 


Aoyov. 


, е ^ > , , , 
10 TapacKevatou Orws TOV єт:Хобтои Lwxparea бте 


OEAI. ’Eavrep ye Bovdnra. Stora pert’ àv 


xy Аф 2 
7Kougcua тєрї ov A€yo. 


OEO. 'Lrzéas eis meðiov mpoxadel Lwxparn eis 


, , $. / $ NO» , 
15 Aoyous прокаћоуџєџоѕ" EpwWTa ойи KAL akouaet. 


ХО. *AAA| por Soka, à Өєодорє, mepi ye àv Ke- 


Меле: Өєаїтттоѕ, ov пєісєсдош avr. 
GEO. Ti д oiv ov meicer Oa ; 
, 
ZO. Мєлосоу pev kai rois aAdovs ot êv éoros 


, * ^ » , ` ^ ^ 
зо A€yovot TO Tay, aic Xvvouevos рл} PopTiK@s ското - 


pev, Hrrov aic xvvopat 7 ёра дута Париєидуу. Пар- 


4. туой] The optative de- 
pends on ovvOnxds. As it was 
agreed I should, when the dis- 
cussion of Protagoras’ argument 
should be completed. 

14. 'Irméas els mediov] “ You 
challenge cavalry to an encoun- 
ter in an open plain.” 

Schol. : 'Izméas mpoxadcioba 
es mediov, émi rûv тоф; €» тісі 
BeXríovs xai  émornporxwrépous 
airûy els ёру  mpokaXovpévov. 
HAérev v Өєштїтр ка) Mévav- 
дроѕ Karayrevóouévo. ypdpera 84 


kai"Lmmov elg mediov mpokaAeia Oa: 
êri rûv els å Bovderai tis трока- 
Aobvrov. The latter interpreta- 
tion is alone suitable here. 

18. Ti 89 оду] Either ‘in what 
respect ? or ‘for what reason ? 
The former is preferable. Comp. 
Rep. p. 449: Ti рамота, ёфт, 
Оре ойк adhiere; Zé 7 ® бє. “Ere 
éyà elrov, ri шоста ; `Аторрабо- 
peiv йд» doreis, ёфп-. 

19. отд] So Bodl. (though 
rather doubtfully) with Vat. 
Ven, П. 


ӨЕАІТНТОХ. 
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p.183. mevidns дё por paiverau, то той `Ошлуро, aidoios Té 
por ра [elvai] dewos тє. сорџтросєшёа yap 8% тө 
avdpi тауу véos таро прєо Bury, Kai por epavn Babos 


p. 184. 


v z ^ ^ з ` Р 
Tt €X&v парутатас: yevvaiov. фоВодшои ovv шл} ovre 


\ , ^ ГД , 3 a 
та Aeyopeva Evvdpev, Ti тє Stavoovpevos eire той 5 


\ , Ф е ‹ , 
TÀéov AeurópeÜa, kal TO uéyigTov, ol €veka 0 Aóyos 


@pynra, émornuns тёр, Tí пот éoTiv, аскєттои 


, € ` ^ > id , м » 
YevyTat ото TOV ETELOKOAÇOVTOV Aoyov, єє Tig au- 


I. TÒ той “Ounpov] Il. Ш.172: 
aiboiós Té poi droi, pire éxupé, 
Dewós re. IM dpa Zitt. Ven. П. 
Par. C. eva inserunt. Stallb. 
This is very possibly right.) 

a. туртрооёш$а уйр—тф dvBpl 
Távv véeos mavy mpecBirn] In 
what connection do these words 
stand with the Parmenides! 
Do they imply that Plato had 
already written it, or that he 
had conceived it; or do they 
refer to a fact or to a supposi- 
tion which was the germ from 
which that dialogue sprang, or 
which was used to ornament it, 
by Plato or by some one else? 
Or did Plato add the present 
passage after both dialogues 
had been written! Some light is 
thrown upon this question by 
comparing Soph. 217 : olo» (8c 
ёроютђсєоу) xai Tlappevidy xpopévo 
kai дебут: Adyous таукаћоуѕ map- 
eyevóunv éyà véos фу, éxeivou pada 
8) тбтє dvros mpecBurov. This 
passage conveys the impression 
that the written dialogue is re- 
ferred to. At all events, the 
repeated reference helps to 
mark the Parmenides as be- 
longing to this series of dia- 
logues. The same conception 
of the time at which Parmeni- 
des lived, and the same rever- 
ence for him, is implied in the 
words of the Eleatic stranger, 


(his professed disciple), Soph. 
237: Tappevidns 8 ó péyas, Ф 
паї, muriy їшї» ойоч»——4тєнар- 
Tiparo—— bbe ёкастоте Aéyov, 

3. Вабо тї] “A magnificent 
depth of mind." Schol. paiverat 
ka 'ApurroréAgs  ceuvóvov тд» 
Tlappevidny. 

4. ore rà Aeyóneva] It is 
remarkable to find in Plato 
such a distinct perception of 
the difference between the 
grammatical sense and the real 
drift of an author. 

7. йскетто» yera) “ Should 
fail to be considered through 
the endless intrusion of alien 
subjects of inquiry.” 

8. ire kopa(óvrov Aóyov) We 
pass from the image of a flood 
(sup. 177.) to that of a dis- 
orderly crowd of discussions, 
Compare Philebus, p. 62 : Bov- 
Ae Ora, фттер Üvpopós bn’ ÓyAov 
tis @Oovpevos kai. Bia(óuevos, түт- 
тт@бейў dvareracas ras pas aba 
macas Tas émornpas «сре» xal 
plyvoba ópoð кабарй thy éve- 
eorepav; See also Shakespeare, 
Rape of Lucrece: ‘ Much like a 
press of people at a door throng 
her inventions, which shall go 
before.’ For the use of the verb, 
see Rep. p. 500 : ѓтескекоракб- 
tas—— said of the bad philo- 
sophers. 


and awe. 

I fear, 
therefore, 
lest we 
should 
mistake 
his words, 
and still 
more his 
thoughts, 
and lest the 
crowd of 
discussions 
which 
would 


enter in 
should 
cause the 
question 
about 
Knowledge 
to be end- 
lessly de- 
ferred. 


Transition 
from sense 
to opinion. 


We there- 
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^ , ^ 3 , 
тоф relcerat' aAAws тє kai, OV viv €yeiponev TANOEL p. 184. 


IIAATONOX 


> / у и , , , » 7p» № 
арлҳарор, EL TE TIS EV парєруо oKeperat, avat av 


табо, єтє ikavas, uykvvóuevos TO TNS émLTTHUNS 


amorat. 


aave. Sei дё ovdérepa, &AAà Oeairyrov àv києїЪ 
s тєрї Єтістђиѕ meipacOat Has TH pacevTiKH теи) 


OEO. 'AAAa урт, ei докєї, ойто тошу. 


ZO. "Er: той, à Oeairnre, тосоџдє тєрї Trav 


, $ , 
fore return 10 @7TEKPLV@. 7) уар; 


once more 
upon our 

old track, 
and ask, 
With what 
do we see 
and hear 
what is 
white or 
shrill ? 15 


Do we see 
and hear 
with our 
eyes and 
ears or 
through 
them? 


Not with, 
but through, ?9 


OEAI. Nai. 


elpguévov eriokepa. aicOnow yap 0) єтютђити 


, 3 T ^ ^ 
УО. Ei ov ris сє HS époroy TQ та Aevkà kai 
t t 


, Ы ^ y ^ ^ ` 3 , ^ , 
uéAava Opa avOpwros kai TQ та оёва Kai Bapéa 


> , » y 9 M , RUE ERE £ 
GKOUEL 5. ELTTOLS AV, OLJAGL, OJ4JAXOL T€ KAL WOW. 


OEAI. "Eywye. 


ZO. To бё edyepes TOv дроратоу тє Kal pyu&rcov е 


kai pn Ov axpiBeias e£eraCopevov Ta pêv TOAAG ойк 


> , , ^ ^ ^ , > , , 
ayevves, аАЛа uaAAov то rovrov €vavrtov aveAevOe- 


y ` Й ^ e ^ و‎ > 
pov, ёст: д OTE avaykaiov, oiov каї poy avayKn Tt- 


AaBeoOa THs атокрітєоѕ 


2. el re тє x.r.À.] The reasons 
given hereforavoidingacriticism 
of Parmenides and the Eleatie 
doctrine are not such as would 
prevent its being discussed in 
another dialogue. It would 
therefore be a mistake to argue 
from them against the genuine- 
ness of the Sophista. Compare 
with the expression dv viv éyei- 
popev т\б aunxavov— Rep. p. 
450 : ойк tore бооу écuóv Aóyov 
ётеүєїрєтє. 

4. dv кое] Bodl. Vat. Ven. П. 
Perhaps rightly. 

6. arosat) * To deliver." 

8. "Ет: топлу] As usual, the 


ov. 


^ › , т , > , 
yv «rokpivet, 7) ovk opOn. 


transition to a new hypothesis 
is not made without reference 
to the last. 

16. Tó—ebxepis]' Facilityabout 
words and phrases rather than 
minute criticism.’ Cf. Polit. 261: 
dy ةıapu\dêys‎ тб p) стоудаеу 
ёті rois dvdpact, mAovaworepos els 
Tò yhpas dvajavjse ppovncews. 
Cf. Arist. Met. 995 а: robs dê 
Aurei rò dxpiBés ў Sta тд р) Svva- 
сда cvvetpew ў бий rv шкроћо- 
yiav' exer уар тє тд dxpığés TotoU- 
rov, dore kaÜámep Єтї rûv avpo- 
Xaíow, каї éri rûv Ауе» avedeve- 
pov elvat тит докєї. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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, , , , = е ~ 
p.184. скотє: yap, атокрисіѕ потєра opÜorépa, à opaper, 


d 


о 


^ 5 , те л 
Touro eivai офбаћџиоуѕ, 7 д об орду, кой ф 


т › , 
QKOVO- 


3 А , Ф o» + 
pev, OTA, 7 дг ov akovopev ; 


OEAI. Ae óv ёкаста аісбарореба, ёцогує Soxei, 


3 r ^ 
à Xókpares, nGAXov 7 ois. 


` " 3 my 
ZO. Acwov yap mov, © Tai, € modAai Twes év 


e ^ " » , GA , , > , 
new, orep ev Oovpetois. imtos, аісӨпсєѕ €ykaDnv- 


ЕД ^ ^ э , MEI 4 м ` м L4 
Tat, алАа uy eis шау Twa iSéav, etre Yruxny eire 0 Tt 


^ ^ , ^ , Ф \ , Ф 
бег kare, тарта TAVTA Evvreivet, 7) Sua TOUTOV OLOV 


opyavov aicbavopueba boa aia Ona. 
ӨЕАТ. 'AAA« por докє ойто paAdAov Ñ Exeivas. 


ZO. To) 8é то deka avra oo діакрВобри, єї 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ a 
тил Nav avrGv TQ avrQ dia pev ophaňpðv єфи- 


, ^ 7 ^ x ^ у 
Kvovj.eÜa AevKav тє kai pedavev, dia de тди adAwv 


e 7 ^ Ld , ^ 
€rTepov aĝ тор. кої Ekes €parGj.evos парта та TOL- 


^ , `~ ^ э , м ` E M 
айта eig TO cpa avajépew ; tows de BéArtov сє 


ГА » ¥ , ۴ ^ a > е M ^ 
Aéyew аута amoKpwopevoy padAov 7) єє утєр TOU 


voÀvmpaypuoveiv. Kai pot 
kai кодфа kal yÀvkéa дг 


Aéye: бӨєри& kal oKAnpa 


e? > , з , ^ 
ev oicÓave, apa ov той 


, 4 A r àa {y , 
coparos kaota TiOns ; 7) GAAou Twos ; 


OEAI. Oovóevós аААор. 


6. Aewov yap mov] * Would it 
not be strange, if in each of us 
there were perched, as in a sort 
of Trojan horse, a number of 
separate perceptions, and these 
did not all meet in some one 
nature, the Mind or what you 
will, with which, through these 
as instruments, we perceive the 
various objects of sense t 

T. еттер év Bovpeias їтто] 
The plural is caused by pîv. 
As if each of us were a sort of 
wooden machine, like the Tro- 
jan horse.—Man cannot be re- 


garded as a bundle of separate 
faculties having no higher unity: 
that would be too mechanical 
a conception of his nafure. 
The term *organ of sense' per- 
haps originates with this pas- 
sage. 

12. To) дё ro évexa] It is with a 
view to this that I am so exact 
with you, namely, to the inquiry 
whether, &c. rovde has a dou- 
ble reference to «is ша» тшй 
iav-———aloOnra and to el rim 
к. T. À. 


T 2 


We are not 
each of us 
à sort of 
Trojan- 
horse-full 
of faculties. 
There is 
one pre- 


is this with 
which we 
see through 
our eyes 
and hear 
through our 
ears. But 
we cannot 
see and 
hear 
through 
the same 
organ. 


- 
tn 


20 


There are ! 
some things 


which we 
perceive 

about the 
objects of 


both senses, 


e. g. that 
they are 
both, that 
they are 
different 
from each 
other, and 
each the 
same with 


itself. That 


both are 
two, and 


each is one. 


That they 


are like or 


unlike. 


Through 
what do 


you per- 


' ceive these 
things? If 
Ihad asked 


through 


5 


o 
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IIAATONOZ 


ХО. °Н каї eerAnoes OpoAoyéw, û бг érépas 


Suvapews aigÓdve, advvarov «рош дг GAAns тайт p.185. 


оїсӨёсдои, olov û 80 axons, ё Opens, 7 & г Ores, 


Ov axons ; 


ӨЕАТ. [lds yap ойк єбєАђсо ; 
EQ. El rı ара тєрї auporépwv Siavoei, ойк àv 
dia ye той érépov dpyavov, ovd ад dia той érépov 


A5 , , , у 
тєрї auporépav аісдарог av. 


OEAI. Où уар од. 


ZO. Пері 2) povis ka тєрї xpóas prov pev 
афто тодто тєрї duporépov 7) Stavoeî, От: auorépo 


> , 
єстор ; 


OEAI. "Еуоує. 


^ ` GA 
ХО. Ovxoiv kai Оті ékdrepov ékarépov pev érepov, 


е ^ A , , 
15 €auT@ дє TavrOv ; 


OEAI. Tí uv; 


EQ. Kai dri duporépw So, ékdrepov бє ё; 


OEAI. Koi rovro. 


^ м , 
ХО. Ovxoüv koi etre avopoiw etre ороіо а@ААХтуАош, 


зо Ouvaros el érriakéyaa 0a. ; 


OEAI. “Icos. 


ZO. Tatra 8” парта Sua rivos тєрї avroiv ĝia- 
^ у ` э 3 ^ y ,»» er ` 
voet; ойтє yap 2 axons ойтє Òt Оууєш oiov тє TO 
^ , ^ > ^ v 4 ^ , , 
kowvov AapBavew epi avrav. ёт: де kal rode rekyuj- 


І. å дг érépas Buvdpews) The 
object of one sense cannot be 
perceived by another. There- 
fore if I perceive anything 
about the objects of two dif- 
ferent senses, it cannot be 
through either of them. 

23. тд kowóv] That which re- 
gards them both. You can re- 


25 piov тєрї об A€youev' ei yap Óvvarüv ein: au orépo 


fer any particular sensation to 
its proper organ. Can you do 
so in the case of these common 
perceptions 1 

Cf. Rep. p. 522: Olov roro rà 
kowóv, ф тата. Trpoc xpávrai—ermi- 
orjpar—ro ëv re kal rà ĝúo каї rà 
tpia битугууфетке‹у. 


OEAITHTOX. 


, 3 à 3 v ^y, 
p. 185. скёјрасбош, р ттд» adpupw 7) ov, oio ort ёе 
, ^ e > , ^ ^ y y LÀ » M 
c єїтєіу @ émigkéye, kal тото OUTE õpis oUre акот 


gaivera, adda т: AANO. 


ӨЕАІ. Tí & ov utAAe, ў ye Sia тӯѕ yAdrrns 


дураш ; 


^ A ` ` , , , 

EQ. Kadrds Aéyes. т 0€ 07 dia rivos дураш то 

| ЖЕ ЖЕ, ^ ^ ^ ^ *^4 , ^ т ` 

T êrî тйс Kowov kal то єтї тойто SnAol со, @ TO 
у , , ^ ^ , ¥ N^ ^ NU -i 

ёстш érovoua(eis kal TO ойк ёст: kal à viv 9) npw- 

^ ^ , ^ ^ 
TÓLev тєрї avTaY; Toros пӣс: тох атодсе< 
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what do 
you per- 
ceive that 
they are 
salt, you 
would have 
said the 
tongue. 

5 


Through 
what do 
you per- 
ceive being 
and not-be- 
ing, same- 
ness and 
difference, 


v , € > , е^ ` , , 
Opyava, дг фу aicOaverat туд®> то aigÓÜavopevov xo unity and 


o 
єкаста ; 


OEAI. Ovciav Aéyes кой то рту elvat, кай ópou- 


plurality, 
odd and 
even? 


, ^ , , * 
Tyra kai аророттта, Kal TO тайтду T€ Kal TO Érepov, 


^ * ^ ^ 
d ёг: д2 Ëv re кой Tov аАЛоу apiOpov mepi arav. SnAov 


К: 4 у и , ` ^ › ^ ^ 3 
бє OTL Kai apriov тє Kai TEPITTOV Epwras, kai талћа 15 


, Ld ^ ^ a ^ 
Oca тойто ётєтои, дий Tivos TOTE THY TOU TMpaTos 


Th Чуй айобардреба. 


zQ. ‘Yrépev, o Ocairyre, &koAovÜeis, kal ёстш à 


époTà айта Taira. 


ӨЕАТ. ’AAAa uà Ala, © Zokpares, ёуоує ойк av зо Theatetus 


ёхоци єітєіу, MANY y бт! до: Sokeî THY apxny ovd 
eivat тоюдтоу орбеу TovTas Opyavov iO.» orep 
e éxeivois, @АА' air) д: abris 7) Чууут та kowa pot 
фаіиєтои тєрї партои émioreiv. 
EQ. Кало yap el, à Oeairnre, kai ойу, ds ёАєує 25 


6. тб т ёті mâr: Kowdy Kai TÒ 
ém тобто) Which is common 
not only to all the senses, but 
to all things. 

8. å viv 8) perüpev] Viz. as 
Thestetus understands it, ёро:- 
érnta kal dvopoiórrra, kai тә тай- 
TÓv тє kal rd črepov, €r« 8 Ëv те Kal 
тд» dAXov dpifuàv тєрї atrav, re- 


answers, 
that these 
are perceiv- 
ed through 
noi special 


gan, ing ir by 
the mind 
itself, sur- 
veying 


ferring to what has just pre- 
ceded. 

9. тері айтф»] Concerning the 
objects of sense. 

22. Ópyavov (àwv] The Bodl. 
MS. has épyavidior. 

25. KaAós yàp ef] The en- 
thusiasm with which Socrates 
accepts Theetetus’ acknowledg- 


what is 
common 
to all. 
Socrates 
receives his 
answer 
with de- 
light. 
There are 
some things 
then which 
the mind 
itself per- 
ceives with- 
out the 
help of the 
body. 
Being is 
the most 
universal 
of these. 


tr 


Io 
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е 


Өєодороѕ, aioxpos’ б 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


yap Kadas Aéyov Kados тєр. 185. 


> , ` \ ^ ^ 3» , , , 
kayaÜos. mpos дє TQ Kad@ єй emoinoas pe pada 


^ , , 
соҳиод Aóyov amadAakas, e þaiverai со Ta pev 


, ^ , e ^ € ^ , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
avr) дг airs 7) Yrvx7) €rwkoreiv, та де Sta TÀv ToU 


odpuaros Óvvapeov. Toro yap туу 0 kal avrQ до 
єдокєг, €BovAouny бє kai coi боёш. 

OEAI. 'AAA& pny $aíverai ye. ` 

ZO. Ilorépev оди ríos тй ovoíav; тото yap 


, , 
AATA ёті партои парєтєтои. 


ӨЕАІ. 'Eyóo uév ðv аўт) 75 Yux каб айттуу 


єторёуєтои. 


5 ` vw К / ` 
ХО. °Н каї то Opotov kal то dvouotov, каї TÒ Tav- 


` A A 
TOV ка ETEPOV 5 


ӨЕАТ. Nai. 


ment of the truth that the mind 
has its perceptions, independent 
of sense, belongs to the most 
interesting aspect of Greek Phi- 
losophy. “ Gradually it threw 
off the garment of sense ; it re- 
vealed a world of ideas. It is 
impossible for us to conceive 
the intensity of these ideas in 
their first freshness : they were 
not ideas but gods, penetrating 
into the soul of the disciple, 
sinking into the mind of the 
human race ; objects not of spe- 
culation only, but of faith and 
love.” (Jowett.) Comp., as an- 
other instance of this religious 
feeling, Soph. 265 : viv uj» ВА 
mov els oè ka bmoAaufávov ole- 
сда! сє ката ye бед» айта yiyve- 
cba, татр xal abrós уєубшка. 
Каћа ye Ф Өєаітпте. kai el pev 
yé сє hyoúpeĝa тфу els ròv ётета 
xpóvov draws ras доёа(бутоу elvat, 
viv dv rQ Ady perà meos dvay- 


xalas émexetpodpev rouew броћо- 


yev éne) 86 co) катарарбауо 
thy фиси, Gre kal dvev rûv rap’ 
pû» Aóyev abr) mpócecw éd 
drep viv &кесба ijs, асо" xpó- 
vos yap ёк ттєрїттой yiyvour’ dy, 

2. mpds 8 тф кайф] Ad Kade 
ex preecedd. mente repetendum 
elvai, que notatu dignum est 
ellipsis, quum post hec wpàs ёё 
тф кайф non inferatur nomina- 
tivus, verbo «î vel addito vel 
subaudiendo, velut infertur 
Sympos. р. 195 c. Néos pêv oiv 
éort, mpòs è тф vé ámaXós—. 
Heind. Przter hoc pulchrum, 
quod in te laudavi. Stallb. The 
latter is right. 

‘Not only beautiful, but you 
have done me a kindness’— 
Cf. Eurip. Hee. 382. KaAós pêv 
eras, Oiyatep, 4ХАйё TH ка\ф Айт 
трбетєттїу. 

8. rotro yap uáAwrra êri máv- 
rov mapémerai] i. e. ёті mace ко- 
vóv ёсті. It will serve therefore 
as a sort of crucial instance. 


р. 186. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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ZO. Ti 8¢ kaAóv kai aicypor, kai ayabov кой 


, 
KQ@KOV ; 


OEAI. Kai rovrev pot Ooket év roig рамата 


mpos @AAnAa скотєісдш THY ovaíav, avaAoyiopevn 


> e ^ ` t ^ ` , M ^ EX 
b ev EQAUT@ та yeyovora kat та TAPOVTAa троў та HEA- 


о 


Aovra. 


EQ. "Exe д: аАЛо т. ToU. uv oKANpOd THY EKAN- 
pórgra Sia THs ётафуѕ aicOnoerat, kal ToD uaAako 


, , 
THY раЛакотта ócavros ; 


OEAI. Nai. 


ZO. Тт» де ye ovoíav 
€vavriórTQgra mpos GAA Am» 
€vavTiorntos avr?) 1) Чуу! 


DA е > ^ ^ ^ 
Kal б TL стор kal тту 
^ ЕД 3 ^ 
kai тђу ovciav al TNS 
^ L4 
éravioUca Kal соџВал- 


Aovga mpos aAnAa Kpivew mepârat иір. 


ӨЕАІ. Па pev otv. 


^ , 
EQ. O.íxoüv rà pèv evOds yevouévow тарєсті 


, , , > , ^ , е 
Qvae. aicdaveodat avOpwros тє кої Onptors, оса 


3. èv rois Шота! In this and 
similar phrases the article re- 
tains its demonstrative force, 
as is evident where the words 
are separated ; e. g. Euthyd. 
303: év ê rois каї rovro реуаћо- 
трєтёттєроу, Soph. Œd. Col. 
746 : ёк дё rûv udo eyo 

4. трд Ama кән ЖЕ, 
Viz. as opposites. 

Thestetus is probably think- 
ing of the recent argument in 
which dya6óv, ódéupor, néAXov, 
were identified. Throughout 
this dialogue we can hardly be 
said to rise to the conception 
of an existence or a goodness 
above time, except almost 
mythically in p. 177. That 
goodness in its actual working 


is always relative, is asserted 
Rep. 457 : káMucra yàp 8) rovro 
kal Aéyera kal AeAé£erat, Gre TÒ 
pêv ódéupor caddy, rò êê BAa- 
Вєрд» aicypdv. 

dvadoy{opévn] * Thinking over 
the past and present with a 
view to the future.’ 

II. Ty 8 ye oboíav] Sc. той 
ckAnpo? каў той раћако?. In this 
and similar passages Plato may 
be said to be appealing to the 
consciousness of his reader. 

13. ётаиойса kai cvpS8dddAovea] 
Returning upon (reviewing) the 
sensations, it perceives the Be- 
ing of their objects, and com- 
paring these together, perceives 
their opposition, and the Being 
of this again. 


tn 


en 


The Good 
and Beauti- 
ful are also 
thus per- 
ceived. 


АП such 
ideas the 
mind im- 
mediately 
contem- 
plates, sur- 
veying 
with a view 
to the fu- 
ture the 
present and 


perceived 
through 
the touch. 
But that it 
is, that it is 
opposite to 


softness, 
and that 
this opposi- 
tion is, the 
mind itself 
seeks to de- 
cide, re- 
turning 
over its 5 
sensations,  ' 
and com- 
paring’ 
them. 

The one 
“power be- 
longs to all 
live crea- 
tures from 
their birth : 
the other is 
slowly at- 
tained, and 
only by 
some men. 
Sensation 
does not 
reach be- 
ing, there- 15 


то 


144 


dia ToU сфџатоѕ пабђиата єтї тту Wuynv тєрє" р. 186. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


` ` ^ ^ , , , 3.4 ^ 
та Ó€ тєрї TovTGv avaAoyiguara проѕ тє ovTiav kai 


a@percav poyis кой év xpóvo dia TOAAGY mpayparov 


кой mradeias rapayiyverau ois àv kal TrapaylyvyTat. 


OEAI. Havrdracı pev ойу. 


ZO. Olóv re ой» aAnOeias rvxe&v, @ une ovaías ; 


OEAI. 'Aóvrarov. 


TQ. Оё 0 adAnOeias Tis arvxnoe, more rovrov 


, у 
EMLOTHMOV ETTAL ; 


OEAI. Kai ras av, @ Xoxpares ; 


EQ. ’Ev pêv dpa Tois maOnpacw ойк ёл ёті- 


, 3 be ^ ` > , AX e , , 
ттл}, EV OE TQ лєрї ekeuwov gv OYytO ug ovolas 


^ ^ , , , ^ , е v ^ 
yàp kai aAnÜcías évralda puév, ws owe, Ovvarov 


&Yrac ot, éket де advvarov. 


OEAI. Paivera. 


I. ётї rj» узуу тере) © Ex- 
tend to the mind.’ Cf. Tim. 64: 
TÒ pêv yàp катӣ фоси ebxivyrov— 
каї Bpaxd табо$—га8‹дшоц»——ёт\ 
тд фрбицо»—тф $ évavriov épaiov 
bv—dvaicOnrov mapéoye Tù таббу. 

Phileb. 33 : 6és rà» тєрї тӧ 
oôpa tpaev ёкастотє табтийто» rà 
pêv ev TÔ cópari kara evróueva 
трі» êri ry yuxny д:еёеАбеі, 
ата) ёкєіупу ёйсаута, rà 0 дг 
арфоїу lóvra, kal тиа Trep Te- 
opov évriévra (Dv re kal kowóv 
éxarépq. 

2. dvadoyicpara] ‘ But what 
the mind discovers by reflecting 
upon these.’ The idea of pro- 
portion (rà dváħoyov) does not 
seem to enter into the verb dva- 
Aoyifoua and its derivative noun. 

6. $ дё obcías] Ad dat. 
hunc ф repetendum est oióv re 
(potestne illud verum assequi 
quod ne ойсѓау quidem assequi 


potest 1), ut declarant illa mox : 
Zipmav dp’ airs xadeis aicbnow; 
"Ауйукт. Ore, þápev, où péreorw 
Gnbeias dyYyrarGa, ob8€ yap ovaías. 
Heindorf. 

But in the present connexion 
Ф is probably masculine. ‘Is it 
possible for him to reach truth 
who misses being ?' There is a 
transition in the next question 
from the subject to the object, 
from aicGavdpevos to alrônróv. 
*But can one have knowledge 
of that, the truth of which he 
misses ?” 

12. év дё тф тєрї ékeivaov ovio- 
уюр) Something very different 
from syllogism is meant, and 
more nearly analogous to ge- 
neralization. Cf. Phiedr. 249: 
Aci yàp dvOpwmov cuvtévat rar el- 
Bos Xeyópevor, ёк TOAAGY lòv alaé5- 
тєш els iv Хоуитиф avvaipovpevov. 


р. 186. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 


rocavras д:афорӣѕ éxovre ; 
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EQ. °H оду raùròv ékeévo тє Kai тобто kaAeis, 


OEAI. Oékovv à) Sixasov ye. 
ZO. Ti оду д2) ékelvp атодідоѕ буора, тф ópàv, 
axovetw, ooppaiver at, yer Oat, Oeppaiver бои ; 
e  OEAIL Aic0avea0ai ёуоує` ті yap dAdo; 
ХО. XZUumav ар avro каћєіѕ aicOnow ; 


OEAI. 'А,аукт. 


ХО. O: ye, фашё, où uéreorw. adnOeias афа- 


SAA ^ ЕД , 
сда’ ovde yap ovaías. 


OEAI. Où yap oiv. 


ZO. Ovs ap émwrüus. 


ӨЕАІ. Où yap. 


EQ. Ovx ар àv ein тоте, © Ocaíryre, aicOnais 


, » , 
T€ kai єЄтісттил) TGVTOV. 


, $ , , 
OEAI. Ov $aívera, à Zóxpares. xai paora 
^ à 
ye vüv karaQavéararov yéyovev dAdo bv aidOnoews 


eria T». 


12. O08 dp’ ётотђыле) The 
gen. is governed by péreorw 
alone. dAnéeias and oieías are 
governed partly by  péreorw, 
partly by &фаобш. 

16. рамата ye viv катафарќота- 
rov] For the double superl., cf. 
Rep. 331: 4АА4 ye év dv évòs 
ойк éAáyigrov ёушує Oeinv dy els 
тойто аудрі роў» êxovrt, à Уфкра- 
Tes, mÀoUrov ҳрусцифтатоу elvat, 

17. катафахќотатоу yéyovev] The 
criticism of sensation is now 
complete. We see it clearly, as 
relative, shifting, momentary, 
inseparable from physical condi- 
tions: we have placed ourselves 
above it, and progeed to explore 
the region next beyond, that of 
opinion. 


To recapitulate the criticism 
of émornpn aloĝno:s. 1, Certain 
presumptions are raised against 
the saying d»Ópemos pérpoy, as 
that it makes all beings equally 
wise, and that it implies that we 
can at once know and not know 
the same thing. 2. Protagoras 
is convicted out of his own 
mouth, for in confirming the 
opinion of other men he con- 
futes himself. . 3. There is at 
least one sphere of knowledge 
which is above sense, the fore. 
sight of consequences, the 
perception of what is good. 
4. And within the sphere of 
sense, if sensation depend on 
motion, and motion include 
change, no quality can have a 


U 


fore it faila 
of truth : 
therefore 
it is not 
knowledge. 
This lies 


5 sions, but 
in that 
which the 
mind col- 
lecta from 
them. 


Sensation, 
therefore, 
has no 

ıo Share in 
knowledge. 
They are 
wholly dis- 
tinct. 


15 


We have 
found what 
knowledge 


is not. We 
set out to 
find what 
itis. Yet 
we have 
gained 
something. 
We shall 
not seek 
for it any 
more in 
sensation, 
but in 
whatever 
that is call- 
ed, when 
the mind is 
by itself 
engaged 
with being. 
Opinion is 
the name 
for this. 


II. Know- 
ledge is 
true 
opinion. 
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ХО. 'AAX ой т. èv 8% TovTou ye veka рҳдџеба р. 187. 


IIAATONOX 


, 3 
Sua\eyopevot, wa eÜpopev тї TOT ойк €or’ ётиттђит, 


> \ ‚у ^ 

аААа. ri ёстіх. Ops бе тособтоу ye mpoBeBnKkapev, 
е? ` ^ > ^ , , , ^ , » » 
@стє ит Cre avrny év аїсбђоє: то таратар, adA 


» 3 , ^ , , bd , э у e + g 
5 EV ékeiv TQ OVOMATL, O TL пот єҳє 7) WuXN, orav 


9 N © ^ + ` yy 
ary каб айтти mpayyarevnrat тєрї та бута. 


ӨЕАТ. "АЛАД ш> roUrO ye kaAetrau, à Xoxpares, 


Фе éyğuau, до$абе». 


EQ. 'Op6ós yap ole, © pire. kai dpa 8) viv 


10 таш» 6 apxns, тарта Ta просбєу eEareias, єї Teb 


nGAAov Kabopas, éredy évravOa mpoedndrvOas. koi 
Aéye «йб ті ror’ Єттї» Єтїттї]нї}. 


OEAI. Aofav uév mücav єїтєїў, ё Taxpares, 
advvarov, ёте: kal Yevdns єттї Sofa xuwdvvever 86 


157 adnOns Sofa emvornpn eivat, kai pot Toro атокє- 


, э\ ^ ^ ^ "o^ СА ` ^ 
kpigÜc. éàv yap ит pavi mpoiovow, @остеєр то viv, 


ao Tt retpacopueda Aéyew. 


TQ. Орто pévror xph, à Ocaíryre, Aéyew пробу- 


pos paddAov 7) ws TO трфто> Okves amokpíivea Oat. 


name of its own. 5. The mind 
receives impressions from with- 
out through certain bodily or- 
gans; but knowledge implies 
the comparison of the impres- 
sions received through different 
organs, and this must be the 
immediate function of the 
mind, 

We have made sensation ob- 
jective, and have risen to the 
consciousness of that which 
contemplates and pronounces 
upon sensations. 

5. ёкеуф rà óvópari] * But in 
that other term, whatever it is, 
which: is applied to the mind 
when engaged alone with being.' 


The form of expression is 
partly influenced by the words 
Tí oly éxelvp атодідоѕ буора 
к.т. À. 

ІО. mavra rà mpócÓev eaei- 
vas] As if in а mathematical 
demonstration. 

13. Aó£av] 8ó£a follows natu- 
rally upon айтба. Charm. p. 
158, 9 : ёў\оу yàp бт: єї со máp- 
єттї cwppooivn, Exes тї mepl aù- 
rîs Oofd(ew.. dvdykn уар mov évoü- 
cav айтп», «тєр Evert, атбас» 
twa mapéxew, €€ fs Bófa ay ris 
co тєрї abris ein б ті ёст: kai 
ómoióv тї 7j сюфросу. 

17. do т] Not adverbial 
here. 
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p. 187. йу yàp ойто Spapev, Svoiv датєра, 7 evpnooper éd 
cò épxóueÜa, ў $rrov oinropeOa eiSéva © илден 
topev’ ка! Tot ойк av etr peuTTTOS pua Ó0s 0 ToLOdTOS. 
kai 8) kai viv ri dys; Svoiv Ovrow [eid€eow] does, 
тоб u£v адио, Wevdois 8 той érépov, THY 4A : 
otav emarnuny opie ; 
OEAI. "Еуоує` roüro yàp ай viv po paivera. 


tn 


EQ. 'Ap ой» ёг akwov тєрї Sons avadaPeiv 


палу; 
~ ы) , 
ӨЕАІ. To того» dn Aéyas ; 10 
d EQ. Oparre pé mas viv тє кой dAXore д) TOA- But, still 
- to return 
Adis, фот’ év &mopía тол) pos €éuavrüv kal mpos upon a for- 
y , э м ул , ээ 8 ч mer track, 
dAAov yeyovévat, оок €xovra єїлтєїў ті пот єстї тойто 
Tò табоѕ тар тушу kai Tiva Tporov €yytyvopevov. 
` - , 
OEAI. То roiv 07 ; 15 
М , à "um 
EQ. To боёабы>» rwà pev]. скот ù каї viv Is false 
» , , e » М А э , opinion 
Єт. Qa raCov, TOTEpov ddowpev avro ў értokedpueda — posible? 


&AÀÀov тротоу 1) oMyov Tporepov. 


4 [<idéow]] MSS. Béar. 

8. dvadaBeiv таи] * To take 
up а thread of the previous ar- 
gument.' 

Though we have dismissed the 
saying of Protagoras, so far as it 
is bound up with sense, тд бокой» 
ёкйттф тойто xal elvat, (pavracia 
being оъртћок) Óó£ns xai аіс@- 
ews), yet the same question 
returns upon us in regard to 
opinion considered by itself. 
This forms a link of connexion 
between the present inquiry and 
the foregoing. Cf. Cratyl. 429: 
" Ap! бт evd] Aéyew тд тарата» ойк 
ari, ёра roûré то divarat б №уоѕ; 
avxvol уар wes ol Aéyovres, Ф pire 
KparvAe, kai viv xai sráAat. 

See also Euthyd. 284, 286, 


where the dropia (ór« pevderOat, 
dvréyew, ойк čorw) is ascribed 
to the followers of Protagoras 
amongst others. 

13. rovro rd табоѕ rap’ pîv] 
* This experience of the human 
mind." 

16. окото 8) xai viv ër) 
Though the past discussion has 
been “ wiped out,” this still re- 
mains *to trouble the mind's 
eye." 

18. ov трбтоу ў óAyov mrpó- 
tepov) i.e. Not with reference 
to sensation and motion, but 
in a more abstract way. The 
*manner' has something in it 
of the Eleatic spirit. For the 
expression, compare Soph. 245. 
robs де dÀXos Aéyovras аў беатеоу. 


U 2 


every thing 
one of two 
alternatives 
is true of 
us. Either 
we know it, 
or do not 
know it. 
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ӨЕАТ. Ti uj», à Eóxpares, ei mép ye кой omy- р. 187. 


IIAATONOX 


^ , ^ ^ 
yoUv paiverar Seiv ; арт: yap ov как®ѕ ye ov kai 
, , , ^ ^ 
Өєодороѕ éAéyere a xoArjs тєрї, ds ovdev év rois Tot- 


oic Óe karen eye. 


5 EQ. 'Орӣдѕ vmréuvgaas. tows yàp ойк ато kat- e 


^ + 4 м ^ ^ + 
poU там» womep ixvos дєтєАбєїў. крєїтто yap поо 


` $à ` NE ^ ^ 
O'HAKDOV. єй 3) поћи uN ikavOSs пєрӣрои. 


ӨЕАІ. Tí mv; 


ZO. Tas оду; ті д) kai Aéyouev ; evê? paper 


ıo єкастотє elvai добар, ка! Twa uv Oo£a(ew eu), 


^ ^ 
tov $ a) adnOn, ws puser oDros éxovrov ; 


ӨЕАІ. Paper уар дӯ. 
ZO. Оёфкоб» rode у eof пш тєрї тарта кої р. 188. 


т м , , a ` , 
каб кастор, 1то: eiüévat 7) uy) eiSévat; pavOavew 


\ vo’ avd , 6 \ , e yx , 
15 уар Kat ezc.AavUavea Var pera to TOUTOV WS OVTA Xat- 


pev A€yw év TH Tapóvrv viv yàp тиі» mpos Aóyov 


Єттї» ouvdev. 


6. там» феттєр ixvos peredbeiv] 
We seemed to ourselves to be 
launching into a wholly new 
inquiry, but we have fallen into 
the same track by a different 
route. Cf. Aristot. Eth. I.: 
peraBaivov Bi) ó Adyos els rabróv 
dpîxra. Aesch. Prom. 864. rabróv 
peredOav rûv ndai Aóyav txvos. 

4. frou «дё ў р) «дба) 
This takes up the thread of 
reflection introduced above, p. 
165: dp’ olóv тє róv aùròv elüóra 
rı тоўто 5 olde р) «дери; It was 
one weakness of the ‘sensational’ 
doctrine that it led to this con- 
tradiction. The same opposition 
considered in the abstract is now 
used to prove the impossibility 
of falsehood in opinion. 

The discussion which follows 
probably bears some relation 
to the notions of Gorgias, and 


perhaps of Antisthenes. At all 
events it would seem to be a 
fragment of Eleaticism ; being 
exactly parallel to the difficul- 
ties raised by Zeno against the 
possibility of motion. It runs 
parallel also to the subtilties of 
the later Megarians. 

6. viv yap zjpiv mpòs Adyor ёттї» 
ойду) Because we choose to 
dwell on the absolute alterna- 
tive, knowledge or ignorance. 
Cf. supr. р. 158. ш} óroXáBo- 
per—. 

Plato thus hints at the true 
solution of the difficulty, viz. 
the conception of a gradual 
process, which is afterwards 
presented under the image of 
the impressions on wax, &c. 

The doctrine of reoollection, 
developed in the Meno and 
Pheedo, is also held in reserve. 


ӨЕА1ТНТОЎ. 149 
p.188. ӨЕАІ. 'ААА& uv, © Хократєѕ, @АМАо у ovdev (The inter- 


, ^v ` T4 ^ М эл” mediate 
Acirerat тєрї Exacrov тАтуу eidévat 7 ur) Eidevat. processes 
а of learning 
EQ. Oùkoðv тд] ужукту rv OofaQovra OofaGew and forget- 
à Ф 5 RON GS ting may 
7) àv Tt oldev 1 uz) older ; be left out 
of sight as 
ӨЕАТ. " Avayxn. | 5 beside our 
resent ar- 
УО. Kai pny єідота ye uù) «дєр: то avrò % uù gument.) 
; thinking, 
b єідота eiSévat advvarov. therefore, 1 
А t think 
ӨЕАІ. [as & ой; иена 
9 ^ ^ thing whict 
EQ. 'Ap oiv ò та феода доѓабор, û olde, тата Throw or 
which I do 


» , ^ 3 > ^ oy LÀ 2 7 M 
olerat ov тафта eivat adAa érepa атта wv olde, кой opo know. 
, * e^ 
арфотєра eis ayvoel apporepa ; 
, 3 
ӨЕАТ. 'AAX dôúvarov, © Zøkpares. 


EQ. 'AAX dpa, à uù) older, Hyetrae avrà elvat But Iean- 


y м e \ 18 \ дэ м ^ , Ө , not know 
Єтєра arra Ov pn olde, kai ror’ Єттї TQ uire Ocal- and beig- 
+ , f ` , ^ ri 
TyTov pire Хокротт eidóri eis THY Óutvoiav. Ааеї/ 15 0" ot 
Р ^ , ‚ 
ûs 6 Хократуѕ Өєштттоѕ 3] 0 Qeairnros Xokpárge; ins 
с ӨЕАІ. Kai rûs av; preis 
canno 
^ е 
EQ. 'AAX ov рти, & yé Tis older, oleral mov & uù) think 
3 » м و‎ ` 94 55 а = falsely, for 
olðev avrà elvat, ovd ad û pr oidev, à older. Due 
мок one 
OEAI. Tépas yàp &ттш. зо thing which 
^ ^ now to 
ХО. По ой» av ris éri Чфуєрб Oofamewv ; ékrüg е another 
` , T , , » م‎ $009 A which I 
now, else 
yap rovrov advvaroy Tov Sok&atew, Єтєїтєр парт" i) know, cl 
м a > у , ` , 5 » , I should 
topev 7 ойк ig€v, év дє тойтоу ойдадой daiverat know it 
. ` ^ , апа поё 
duvarov evn otara. know it. 
` , Nor what 
OEAI. 'AAx6écrara. ag I do not 
5 , E! ^ know to be 
EQ. *Ap' оўу ov rary axerréov 0 Gyrodpev, катй something 
ИТУ; NON o8 wa , \ 11 $3 else which 
TO єїбєўшї kai pn eidévat iovras, аАЛа ката то elvat — do not 
` P know, for 
d kat шт]; what I 
^ / know not 
OEAI. [lds Aéyes ; сааш be 
present to 


19. афта] Cf. Phred. 99: 6 ðh yap dvetn bdeyas. Phred. 101.alib. 
pot palvovras és айо» аўто 23. ё ê тофтов] * And under 
mpocayopeve: and see p.155 n. this alternative.’ 

20. Tépas] Supr. p.163: répas 27. eva] Sothe Coislinian MS. 





my mind. 
Nor what 
I do not 
know to be 
what I 
know, nor 
what I 
know to be 
what I do 5 
not know. 
And what 
other case 
(under the 
above al- 
ternative) 
is conceiv- 
able ? 


2. The path ro 


of know- 
ledge being 
thus hem- 
med in, we 
try the'path 
of being. 
To think 
that which 
is not, is 
` to think 
falsely. 
But can I 
think of 


15 
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ZO. My атХоф> 7 бт. 0 Tà шлу бута тєрї órovoüv p. 188. 


IIAATONOZ 


доЁаои ovk 606 ws où yevdn Sokace, Kav дтосоди 


аАЛоѕ та THs Siavoias Єх]. 


ӨЕАТ. Eikos у ad, ё Xóxpares. 
^ ^ з , 

ZO. Ilós обу; ri époUuev, © Өєаітүтє, ар т 
е » , . ` Ne ^ ^ , , 
nuas avaxpiy Avvarov дє отоодо 0 A€yerat, kal Tis 
, , ` ^ э 7 v ^ ^ y 
avOporov то uù) ov So&ace, etre тєрї TOY бутор TOV 
м › ~ е , ^ e a , e y ` 
eire avrò каб aro; Kal nues бт, ws Єшкє, mpòs 

^ е, \ 3 ^ > 
rara þhoopev” Orav ye u) алб) ойутан oiopevos. 


3) Tas époüpev ; 


OEAI. Ofros, 


9 ^ 
УО. °Н од» kai 4AAoÓ( тоо TÒ тоюўтоу ёдті ; 


ӨЕАІ. То zotov ; 


ХО. E! ris opa uév ті, орӣ Sê ovdev. 


ӨЕАІ. Kai rós; 


*, ^ ^ ‚ > , € ^ ^ y E rus 
ХО. 'AAAa uyv ei & yé Tı 0рӣ, TOY дутои rt орӣ. 
Ф ^ » ۹ \ А ^ ^ $ 
7 OU ой TOTE TO Ev Ev тоў uù) одо elvat ; 


1. Мў drow j] “ May it not 
possibly be simply thus:” uj 
expresses suspicion =“ I should 
not wonder if.” Cf. Phd. 67. 
р) où бештд» j. Ibid. 69. : р) 
yàp оўу айт) f 7 òp day) 
x T. À. ph скаурафіа тз p 7 
тоайт dperj. Crit. 48: uj— 
raUra—ocxéppara j : and see Ast. 
Lex. sub v. For ázXoi» in this 
sense, v. Supr. 147 : ámAob» el- 
nev. Symp. 184. Polit. 306: 
nérepov obras йтАой» ёст: тойто, 
ў êxe дафорау—. Aristot. 
Eth. N. V. 9. 9: fj ойд rovro 
dmdovv. 

6. ô Aéyerai] Which is assert- 
ed. Buttmann and Bekker conj. 
Aéyere, which seems probable, 
but not necessary. Cf. Pheed. 
77, where there is a similar 
doubt. 





14. El] Interrogative. 

16. el & yé тї ӧра) The con- 
verse argument is used Rep. 
478, where it is asked, ‘What 
is opinion concerned with ?’ 
ў olóv re ай Bofa(e«v pev Sofá(ew 
dê pndév; "Адоратоу. "АМ & ye 
rı Oofá(e« ó Qo£á(ov; Nai. "AAA 
piv pù) dv ye ойу êv ri, Аа pndev 
épOdrar’ йу просауорєбото. Паро 
ye. This close relation between 
the ideas of unity and being, 
derived from Parmenides, ap- 
pears frequently. See esp. 
Soph. 238 : dvdykn rév т: Aéyovra 
Ф ye rı Aéyew. The mind can- 
not recognise being except 
where it finds its own impress 
of unity. — ^ 

Ar. Met. 1006. b.: oiv yàp 


évdéxeTat voeiv pù voowvra €v. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 151 


p.188. ӨЕАІ. Ox éywye what is 
ae EX not, either 
ZO. ‘O ара & yé rı ópàv Ov rı Opa. absolutely 
or with re- 
OEAI. Paivera. ference to 
any thing? 
p.189. EQ. Kal 6 дра т: dxovwv čv yé тї drover kol dv үйө 
GKOUEL. eee" = 
ӨЕАТ. Nai. puer 
n а 
ХО. Kai ó amropevos 7) rov, évós yé rov &mreroi siad 
кой övros, etmep €vós ; one thing, 
г : must have 
OEAI. Kai robo. existence. 
р HP $ ا‎ à x For — 
zo. ʻO & à) доёабоу ovx év т: 9o£ace ; ıo and being 
OEAI. 'Avayky. rable. The 
‹ ә P у вате is true 
ZO. ‘O 8 ё rı Sofdfov ovk ov ти; vf hearing 
an uch. 
OEAI. :Xvyxopó. And of 
thought 
ZO. ‘O ара ш) dv боё$афә» ovdev до{аба. мю." 
OEAI. Ov daiverat. 15 To think 
, CN. " А А E what is not 
ХО. "АЛА шу» б ye цад доёабоу то тарата» и ота 
ovde Solder. and to think 
at 5 nothing is 
ӨЕАІ. A5Aov, as €otxev. аф to 
b EQ. Ovx dpa olóv re Tò pù) dv Sokakew, ore пері Falso opin- 
^ Р м э аб e t ion, if it ex- 
TÓÀV дутои ойтє avro Ka’ avro. 20 Шш, шш 
› , be some- 
OEAI. Ov $aivera:. thing dif- 


EQ. "ААЛА rt dp éoti rò pev Oofá(ew rod ra ferent from 
ш) ovra. доЁабеи. 

ӨЕАТ. "A220 êoıkev. 

ZO. Où [re] уар ойто ore às GALyov mporepov 25 
eoxorrovpev, Wevdns ёст: Soka év иі. 
` ӨЕАТ. Ov yap oiv д). 

ZO. 'AAX dpa de yiyvópevov тодто просауо- 
pevoper ; 


19. тері rà» Óvrov] Arist. yap drdds Aéyonev drt ody imdpye 
Met. Г. 2. 1004: албфао ðè  ékeivo ў run yévet x. r. A.) 
xal orépnow pâs ёст: бєюрўта 25. MSS. o? ydp. тє seems re- 
да rà dujorépes Oewpeicbau rò quired, but yàpisright. Cf. p.190. 
б, o ù атбфаса ў ў orépnois (ù 28. "АМ дра фдє усу.) ‘ But 
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OEAI. [as ; 


| : р. 189. 
EQ. 'АЛАодоѓ ісу twa obrav yel) фаџќи elvat 


3. Can it 

then be a 

transfer- doéav, órav Tis Tt TÖV дутои dAAo ай тфу дуто, с 
ence of 5 А p А ne ^ a 
thought ; avraAAafauevos TH Stavoig, pp civar. ойто yap ov 
i. e. en 


Ithink one 5 ev aei So€ater, črepov дє du érépov, kal аџар- 
existing 


, , , , a ^ ^ , 
thing tobe — T&vcw ой éckoret Stxaiws àv Kadoiro Yevu) доёа- 
another ! 

Theaetetus Cov. 

believes this , , , ^ ^ э , 

must be the ӨЕАТ. 'Орботата pot viv Soxeis eipmkévat. бта» 
true false- , > х INED LS 3 м, ^ \ 
hood. yap tis арті kaÀoU aicXpov Ñ) avri aig XpoU Kadov 


vo Sod, Tore ws adnOas доё{абе: Yevu. 
TQ. AjAos el O Oaíryre, karappordv pov кої 
où dediads. 


Socrates ӨЕАТ. Ti демета.; 

claims mo- "Ot : ` E 2 19 ^ а 
deration for ZO. Ovx av, oipat, со! док той adrynOas Wevdovs d 
not press- А P »” 0; > € ` d Ф 
ing this 1$ avtiAaBéoOa, €popevos ei oiov тє таҳо Врадєоѕ 7 
contradic- к , ^ \ M 

tion in — жойфор Bapéws % &ЛЛо т: évavríov pù) ката THY av- 
terms, an Ре ۹ ^ 

passes on. TOÔ фис @АА@& кота THY той évavriov yiyverOa 


éavrQ évavríes. тобто pêv обу, va pn рати Oap- 
pions, афіш. dpécker 86 as pys, то rà pevd) 
боёабы» adrodokeiv elvai; 

OEAI. "Eporye. 


2 


o 


Homer to Democritus, de An. 


may it be supposed, then, that 
the following occurrence is 
what we express by this name ?' 
‘What?’ ‘That what we call 
false opinion is really a sort of 
transference of opinion.’ 

2. *AdAodsogiavy] This seems to 
have been a prevalent concep- 
tion. Vid. Arist. Met. T. 5. 
тото. а. : фас1 8 каї róv"Ouypov 
raurny €xovra daíveaÜa: тђу 8бёа>, 
rt ётойутє тду "Ектора, as é£éorr 
ind тїз wAnyns, KeioOar ddroppove- 
ovra, ws Qpovoovras péy kal rods 
zapadpovo)vras, GAX оф rabrá. 
He ascribes this application of 


І. 2. Cf. Herod. I. 85: ФАо- 
ууфсаѕ tov Kpoicov. 

gapév] In apposition with 
the preceding verb, introduced 
by 55e. 

14. той dAnOas Yevdous] Rep. 
382: ré ye ûs dAnfàs Weddos, el 
olóv re rovro elmév. Phil, 23: 
"Apa Sr тд ddivarov elroy, Хот» 
ўдоују. 

18. Фа pù рать ÓOappnegs] 
Supr. 163 : iva xai ab£áyy. Не 
refers to the boldness with 
with Theaetetus now answers, 
See p. 187. 


р. 189. 


> / э_\ v » , ^ ` y 
е араукт ауто Tro. арфотєра 7 то érepov Oiavo- 


р. 190. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 


ЕД y ^ , 
ХО. "Ести ара xara тт сти doéav črepov тї ws 
Y ^ уе э ^ ^ , /, 
Єтєро kai ил] ws €keivo TH діарога тїЇбєстӨои. 


OEAI. “Ест: uévrot. 


ХО. "Orav оду roi 1 діарок rov Spa, ov каї 


«io Qa: ; 
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When I 
take one 
thing for 
another, I 
must have 
either one 
or both 
things in 
my mind, 
either at 
once or 
in turn. 


tn 


ӨЕАІ. 'Avayky pev ov. 
ZO. “Hro: ада ye Ñ ev pepe; 


OEAI. KaAAocra. 


EO. To 2 diavocicOa ap 0 тєр éyó кале; 


OEAI. Tí калои ; 


ZO. Aóyov б» айт) mpos «йт з} Чууут) Owtép- 
* ^ 

Хето тєрї Ov йу скот. ds ye pn eie сог amro- 

f ^ , > , , » 
фаоцол. roUro yap por ivdadAcrat Stavoovpevn, ovk 
y ^ , > < e ^ , ^ ^ 
GAAo Ti ў д:а№уєсдои, avr?) éaurnv ёрютдса kal 
, , ^ , ^ » , y 
amokpiwopévn, kal þaokovoa kai ov þaokovoa. orav 
дё дрісаса, ere Вродутєрор, eire kal o£Vrepov Єтаї- 
£aca, rò ойто 10) фӯ кой wn Sora, Sokav ravrny 

, э ^ L4 м х , , ^ 
тібєџєу airs. or ywye то боёабы» AMéyew Kare 


2. ós éxeivo] Referring to the 
first repov. 

8. "Hro dua ye ў èv uépei;] 
The bearing of these words is 
not quite clear. Perhaps they 
are meant to introduce the 
analysis of thinking, in which 
things are present to the mind 
at first successively, afterwards 
in one view. 

Compare with this account 
of thinking Phileb. pp. 38, 39, 
where the mind not only talks 
with itself, but has a writer 
and a painter within it. "Ap 
oly mas k. T. à. Soph. 
263 : Офкой» didvoia pêv kai Àd- 
yos rabrów т\ў> б pêv évrós rîs 
Wuxns трос айт» бёйАоуо$ dvev 





Now 
thought is 
the mind's 
self-dia- 


with itself 
upon a final 
answer, we 
call this its 
opinion. 


paris yryvópevos x. т. №. 

I4. rovro уйр но] Plato was 
probably thinking of Odyssee 
19. 224: épéw, Ss por дата 
jrop. Compare the $ácpara in 
the beginning of the dialogue. 
‘The semblance it presents to 
me, when it thinks, is simply 
that of conversing, and of being 
engaged in question and answer 
with itself.’ 

16. órav êê dpicaca] ‘But when 
it has come to a determination, 
whether slowly, or having flown 
rapidly to its conclusion, and 
so is now at one and not di- 
vided in judgment, we call this 
its opinion.’ 


x 


Opinion is 
a silent 
proposi- 
tion. 

To think 
this to be 
that, is to 
say, This 
is that. 
Now who 
ever said 
to himself, 


‘Surely fair 


is foul,’ or 
‘wrong is 
right,’ or 
‘odd is 
even’? 
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кай ryv боба» Aoóyov eipņuévov, où дёуто! Tpos @ААоь p.190. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


ойде форт, аЛАа суў mpos avrov. со de ті; 


ӨЕАІ. Kayo. 


EQ. "Отау dpa tis то črepov érepov Sod, кай 


ГА е м ELA е 5 M е , 
5 dno, WS €OLKE, TO ETEPOV ETEPOY euwat 7rpos єартор. 


ӨЕАІ. Ti рур; 


ХО. 'Ауашшлјскоо д) el momor eines mpos oe- 


` LÀ ^ ^ , ^ , , E 
QUTOV OTL 7ravTOS paddAov TO TOL KaAov aia Xpov єстї 


A ` » , 2 7 ` , ГА 
7 то адікоу д1колор, 7 Kai, то парто» keQaAauov, 


, м ГД ` 
10 OKOMEL єї TOT €mexeippgas aceavróv TeiDew ðs mav- 


` ^ ^o ow y , 3 à m^ ЕД , 
TOS paddov TO €TEPOV ETEPOV EOTLY, 7) TAV TOVVAVTLOV 


э сз , A , » , ЕЈ ^ A ^ 
ovd ev rup пототє ETOAUNTAS єтє mpos aeavrov 


8. mavròs раћћоу—лтартатасш 
ipa—dvayxn| The dramatic force 
of such particlesis noticeable: сї. 
Phil. 38 : abràv—dvépowr fjv S3e— 
Timore йраёстітд тарӣ Thy mérpav— 

The Greek language from 
Homer downwards was pecu- 
liarly apt to suggest the above 
reflections on the nature of 
thought.  Avadexrixy was its 
proper development. The fol- 
lowing remarks of Col. Mure 
(Lit. of Greece, B. II. c. xiv. 
$ т.) on the self-dialogue of 
Homer, apply in some degree 
to all Greek literature. “ Ex- 
clusively proper to Homer is 
his power of dramatizing, not 
merely action, but thought ; 
not merely the intercourse be- 
tween man and man, but be- 
tween man and himself, be- 
tween his passions and his 
judgment. The mechanism of 
which the poet here chiefly 
avails himself is to exhibit the 
person under the influence of 
excited feelings as communing 


with, or, as Homer defines it; 
addressing his own mind ; dis- 
cussing the subject of his soli- 
citude under its various aspects 
as а question at issue between 
his judgment and himself. The 
conflicting feelings are thus, as 
it were, personified ; while the 
current of the language, often 
the very sound of the words, is 
so nicely adapted to the turns 
of the self-dialogue, that the 
breast of the man seems to be 
laid open before us, and in the 
literal sense of the term, we 
read his thoughts as they flit 
through his bosom." 

12. ёи trve——tyaivovra ў 
pawóuevov] Note the liveliness 
with which fresh touches are 
thrown in. It must be remem- 
bered here that sensible per- 
ception is excluded from con- 
sideration for the present, as 
well as learning and forgetting. 
Everything is either known or 
unknown: present to the mind, 
or not present. 


b 


SEAITHTOS. 


a@AXo TotoUTOv. 


OEAI. *AAnOn Aéyets. 


‹ и м FA м 
р. 190. WS птаутатасіу dpa та пєртта артга Єттї vj ти 


ZO. "AAAov дё riwa oie Dytatvovra 3) pawopevov 


^ ^ ^ t ` Ы ^ ЕД / 
тоАшўто ттооё mpos éavrov evreiv, avameiÜovra 


Li , е » , ^ ^ е 5 à ` , p 
айтди, Gs av&ykr Tov Воду їттор eivat ў та дуо ё ; 
OEAI. Ma Af оюк ёуоує. 
ZO. Ovxoiv ci rò Aéyew mpos éavróv доёабеш 


, , 1 
éoriv, ovdeis duporepd ye Aéyov кої Oofá(owv kai 


éparropuevos dupolv тӯ Wuxf eimoi av Kat Sokavecev 


e ld , > 
ûs TO €repov Erepov єттї. 


II. éaréov 8 xai] Several of 
the MSS., including Bodl. and 
Coisl., have éaréov Sê каї сої то 
pìpa emt rûv év pépe ered) тд 
püua črepov тф érépo xarà pipa 
TabTóv ётт тєрї тоў érépov, where 
enl rûv év pépe evidently refers 
to p. 190 : ўто dpa ye ў ё péper. 
This cannot be adopted without 
rejecting терї rod érépov as con- 
fusing the sentence. The drift 
would then be, ‘ You must not 
dwell upon the words as regards 
things alternately presented to 
the mind, seeing that the word 
érepov, as far ûs the word goes, 
is the same as applied to both.’ 
This would be an imperfect 
way of developing the distinc- 
tion thrown out above, and un- 
like Socrates, who, especially 
in this dialogue, always waits 
for Thestetus to, follow him. 
And it is equally necessary to 
*let the word alone, whether 
the objects are conceived alter- 
nately or both at once. And 
it may be asked, What differ- 
ence is there in this respect be- 
tween saying ёт: mavròs uû\\or 
тб rov кад» algxpóv, and ws rò 


, , ^ ^ ۹ ` e^ 
єатєоу дє каї сої TO prjua 


аісҳрд» xadév? The words еті 
rûv év pepe must therefore be 
rejected as a mistaken gloss 

If the words émej—rabróv 
ёст: are genuine, тєрї той érépov 
must either be omitted or trans- 
posed. But it is possible that 
this explanation has also crept 
in from the margin, and this 
suspicion is strengthened by the 
fact that the Bodl. p. m. wrote 
éorw, We should thus revert to 
the reading of several MSS. éa- 
réov ê kal goi rd ja rrepi ro érépov. 
тєрї is often used rather vaguely, 
e. g. Rep. p. 538. xal тері dixaiov 
écavros xai dyaÜoUv. xai is a 
little difficult. It seems to 
belong to the whole sentence 
rather than to any particular 
word. Cf. Soph. CEd. Tyr. 44. 
ûs Toiow éumeipowt kai tas Evp- 
Qopàs foras ópà шота rûv Bov- 
Aevpárov. Ant. 280. тайт прі» 
ópyns канё peataoa Aéyov. Œd. 
Col. 1582. тойт' srw ў) kdmo- 
Oavpaca трёто›. See Ellendt's 
Lex. Soph. sub voce «ai, C. 4. 

* Now as regards the word 
‘this or that,’ you must e'er 
let it alone." Ог more dis- 


x2 


Or, ‘ the 
cow must 

5 bea horse,’ 
or 'two is 
one.’ 


Therefore 
when I mis- 
take this 
for that, I 
10 cannot 
have both 
in my mind. 
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тєрї тод érépov' [єтєдї TO рїш črepov TH érépo р. 190. 
Kara pha rairov éott.| Aéyo yap avro трде, wndeva d 


doéatew ds то aicypov Kadov 3) GAAO TL тфу TOL- 
ойто». | 
s OEAL 'AAX, û ZXoókpares, é® тє Kai uot бокєї 
ws Aéyes. 
EQ. "Aupo pev ара Soéalovra advvarov то ére- 
pov črepov Go£atew. 


But if 1 OEAI. "Еокєу. 
think only e 
of the one, 10 EQ). "ААЛа и> то Érepóv ye uóvov доёаќоу, то 
I cannot øo a rw , \ = y 
think the 2 ётєроу итда, ovüérore Soave то repov črepov 
one to be 5 
the other, EWL. 
for I can- , ^ D . 2 , \ Ал эди 
not have in ӨЕАТ. 'AAy65 Acyes’ avayxalorro yap av ёфа- 
my mind уе А , 
that of mrevOa kai ob uù) So€aket. 

hich I a ua ЭМ А 
am not 15 EO. Or dp duporepa ovre то êrepov до{@(оут! 
thinking. 


ёуҳорєї аАЛодоёєіу. dar el tis Optetrar Soka eivat 
yevdy ro erepodo€keiv, ovdev àv Ауог ойтє yap rar 
n p , Y yap n 
м ` \ , , \_ э е^ з 
ойтє ката та Tporepa. Paiverar Wevdns év тиі obsa 
Soka. 
ӨЕАТ. Оюк êoıkev. 


This trans- 20 


ference, 
3 ^ 
therefore, ZO. 'ААА& uévrot, © Өєаіттте, ci rovro wn pa- 
18 Also 1n- 
?. , + ' ^ 
semen vjaerat Ov, TOAAG ауаукасдпаоцеда Opodoyeiv Kat 
able. s 


&тота. 
ӨЕАТ. Ta rola ду ; 


tinctly, * But, Z must add, you 
will have to let the word alone.' 


maida dug» тобто aropo ws ov 
2 
z z > 
TÒ ётєроу ётєрбу éaw. 


The version of Ficinus led some 
critics to conjecture e xal сої 
Sox. But this, as Buttmann 
observes, would not harmonize 
with Theetetus’ reply. Cf. 
Euthyd. 301, where the word 
is dwelt upon. riva rpómov, dn, 
érépov érépo mapayevonévov TÒ &re- 
pov repov dy ein; "Ара roro, &pnv 
eyo, dmopeis ;—dÀÀX' yaye 000 ду 


17. ofre yàp rary] The clauses, 
though connected outwardly by 
уар, are rather parallel than 
consequent, as in p. 152. 

22. тоААй—ка\ йтота | e. g. that 
it is impossible to distinguish 
the sophist from the true phi- 
losopher ; and the other difficul- 
ties mentioned at large in the 
Sophista. 


p-190. 


P.191. 


OEAITHTOZ. 
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ZO. Орк ép® со: трі» йу ravrax] Tretpa0d ско- 


тоу. 


^ a e to^ eor ^ 
alcxvvoiuv yàp àv vrép "Gv, év ф aropo- 


pev, &vayka(opévov ópoAoyeiv ola Aéyo. GAN’ ёди 


eÜpojiev Kai eAevOepor yevojueÜa, тот 7)0n тєрї Tav 


y > ^ е , ЕД ^ > ` ^ 
adAwv єройдє WS TATXOVTWY, ошто! єктоѕ TOU ує- 


е ~ ^ ^ , , , 
Aoíov éotares’ єй» дє парту amopyacpev, razeweo- 


^ 1 ^ 
Üévres, oipat, TQ Oyo mapékopev ws vauTi@vTes 
^ ^ ^ L4 à 1 т 3 м 
mare тє кої xpnoOat 0 Tt av ВооАттои. 7) ойу єтї 


^ e ^ 
тороу Twa episko Tod Gnrüparos тиі, @коує. 


5. avrol éxrds roù "yeAoiov ёттф- 
res] ‘When we are ourselves 
free from the absurdity,’ ‘ ex- 
empt from the ridicule.’ 

7. тарёфон«у-—татеїу] Gorg. 
416 : yervaíos T$ Ауф отер 
larpó mapéxov dmokpivov. alib. 
There is probably an allusion 
to Soph. Aj. 1142 seqq. : "Нд 
mor’ «до» dvbp’ ёүф yhoo Opa- 
ow vavràs époppicavra xepàvos 
тд тле" ф $éyu' dy ойк dy «pes 
ўуік êv какф ҳерӧроѕ elyer’, GAN 
ig’ «ратоѕ kpvBeis mareiv mapeixe 
тф дорт: vavriov. 

The argument from р. 187 to 
p.191 may be thus condensed. 

We no longer search for 
knowledge in sensation, which 
is neither true nor false, but in 
opinion, where the mind is en- 
gaged with its own objects by 
itself. But here an old difficulty 
meets us in another form. It 
seemed that sensation could 
not be false, because it was re- 
lative to the subject. It now 
seems as though opinion can- 
not be false, because we cannot 
separate a thinking subject 
from knowledge and being. 
What I do not know cannot be 
present in thought. Neither 
сап I lay hold in thought on 


that which is not. But can I 
take one thing which is for an- 
other which also is? Thought 
being silent speech, if I lay 
hold of both, (i.e. if both are 
present to the mind,) I cannot 
mistake them; е. g. No one 
ever said to himself, Good is 
evil. And if only one is pre- 
sent to me, I cannot discourse 
about them, e. g. if I am think- 
ing only of the good, T cannot 
say, Good is evil. We are in 
great straits. For the result 
at which we seem in danger of 
arriving is contradictory to 
most important facts. 

We must not appeal to these, 
however, until we have extri- 
cated our minds, if possible, 
from this metaphysical tangle. 
For loyical and metaphysical 
difficulties are not to be solved 
* ambulando," but by a higher 
criticism of the forms of 
thought which have occasioned 
them. 

In what follows, we are 
brought gradually back from 
the simple- to the complex, 
from the more abstract to the 
more concrete. We are com- 
pelled to image to ourselves, 
what was discarded at a former 


til we have 
turned 


every 
stone, 


We said it 
was impos- 
sible that 

I should 
think what 
I do not 
know to be 
what I 
know, else 
Ishould be 


ignorant of 


what I 
know. 


But per- 
haps it is 
possible in 
a certain 
way ; e. g. 
The:etetua 
knows So- 
crates, and 
yet may 


10 
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ӨЕАІ. Aéye povov. 
ZQ. Ov фусо тиб 


IIAATONOZ 


opbas OpnoAoyrnca, nvika 


‹ , a 5 э” , ^ ` 
a@podoynoapey, & Tis older, dOuvarov otacat a ит) 


5 5 ^ , 
oidev eivat ard, kal NyevaÜrvav adda my Óvvaróv. b 


з OEAL "Apa Aéyes б 


^ » ` , е r 
KAL EYW TOTE VT@TTEVTA 


e ру э 3 LA ^ 5 v > р $^sm 9 
7ViK ауто epaper, TOLOUTOV віро, OTL EVLOT €yo yt- 


yvóckov Хократт, woppwbev де ópQv aAAov Ov ov 


, , s ^ 5 
yuyvocko, фути eivau Хократт ov оіда; yiyverat 


4 $7 > ^ , е А + 
yap 07 ev TO TOLOUT® OLOV A€yets. 


pas єідотаѕ pn єїдєрсї ; 
ӨЕАІ. Па pev ov. 


> ^ *— $ ^ = ^» 
ХО. Ovxodv aréornpev а)тоў, rt а tO uev, érroiet 


EQ. My yàp ойто riàpev, GAN ðe tows тп 


"piv сууҳорђаєта, was 


stage of the inquiry, a process 
between the  relativeness of 
sense and the absoluteness of 
knowledge, which, like every 
process, admits of degrees. 
Thus, it may be said, the idea 
of motion returns upon us in 
a higher form. 

The mind is a storehouse of 
old impressions, in which we 
are continually looking for the 
types of new ones. But the 
old impressions fade and get 
confused, and we fail to bring 
them with precision and clear- 
ness into contact with the new. 
This is to think falsely. 

6. rowobrov eivai]. Se. айтб. 

13. aX 48е] This is the 
punetuation of the Bodleian 
MS., which seems better than 
that usually followed. каї tras, 
the reading of the later MSS., 
is unnecessary. А qualifying 
clause is sometimes thus in- 


M ^ , 
бе аутитєиє @АА& yàp ev 


troduced before d\Ad—without 
any particle of connexion with 
what precedes. Compare Soph. 
El 430: opexpa pêv таў, adr’ 
Spos dyw, dds aire. 
С. Col. 1615: 
orAnpav pév, olda, rates ал\' 
év yàp póvov 
Ta таута Ave Tair’ Eros роҳбђрата. 
Eur. Ale. 353: 
uxpav рё», olua, тёри" ddd 
pos Bápos 
Vrvxrjs dravrAoinw cv. 

Supr. p. 171: eixds ye йра— 
GN ш> dyaykh — — — Compare 
also the frequent asyndeton 
with mávres. For tcws—ioos 
8é cf. Apol р. 18: tows piv 
yàp xe(pov, tows 82 Вето» dv 
eig—. 

I4. Gcvyxoprjcerau — ávrirevei] 
Cf. Soph. 254 : єй» dpa йш» тү 
тторе›к@бү тд ph by Aéyovaw ûs 
éorw üvros pn by або атаћ- 


Aárrew. 


OEAITHTO. 159 


p. 191. тогоутф €xXóueÜa, ev @ avayKn távra ueraaTpéQovra 


ear y 7 3 м 
Aóyov BacaviGew. скотє: оди el т. Аую. ара ёсти 


\ sar , " ^ 
ш) «дота Tı Tporepov Varepov pabetv ; 


OEAI. “Ест! uévrou. 


ZO. Ovxotv kal аўб< érepov каї érepov ; 


OEAI. Tí 8 ov; 


ZO. Ces ду por Aoyou veka èv rais Wuyais judy 
évov Knpwov ékuayetov, тф uev peicov, TQ 8 ЄАаттоь, 


^ ^ ^ 0 + ^ ^ be , v 
KOL TO PEV кабаротєроо K1)pov, T@ O€ котродєстєро , 


: ۹ , > ү rE ГА v $ т 
d xat axAnporepou, eviois дє vyporépou, ete Ф ois pe- 


тріоѕ éxovros. 


ӨЕАІ. Tn. 


EQ. Aópov roívvv avrò Paper elvat Ts TÓV 


(14.) adda уар)‘ But we must 
risk the chance of failure, for,’ 
&c. 

3. pabeiv] The tense is no- 
ticeable. hatever difficulty 
may attend the cenception of 
the process of learning and for- 
getting, (mavÓávew, émAavOdve- 
оба), it is certain that things 
are learnt and forgotten (padeîv, 
ётїА«Мўтбш.) In what follows 
the process itself is imagined 
rather than analysed. 

7. Ө&] Cf. Phileb. 34: 6 
rûv тєрї тд càpa Nuav—mabnpa- 
тоу rà рё. alib—. The image is 
not unlike Locke's illustration 
of the different kinds of me- 
mory. Hum. Und. В. П. ro. 
$$4, 5: ‘The brain in some 
retains the characters drawn 
on it like marble, in others 
like freestone, and in others 
little better than sand.' Ib. 29. 
$3. ‘Ifthe organs or faculties 
of perception, like wax over- 
hardened with cold, will not 


receive ‘the impression of the 
seal from the usual impress 
wont to imprint it, or like wax 
of a temper too soft, will not 
hold it when well imprinted ; 
or else, supposing the wax of a 
temper fit, but the seal not ap- 
plied with sufficient force to 
make a clear impression—in 
any of these cases the print left 
by the seal will be obscure.’ 

8. xnpwov éxuayeiov] Plato’s 
image is not the common one 
of a waxen tablet, but of a 
‘block of wax,’ such as was 
used for sealing. éxpayetov is 
used first of the whole mass, 
afterwards of those parts of it 
which have received the parti- 
cular impressions. 

13. THs rà» Movody pnrpds] 
Aesch. Prom. 461: шлш» 6 
ámávrov  povcopürop  épyárw.— 
Plat. Euthyd. 275:  xa&ámep 
of пошта доши dpxóuevos rhs 
дитупсєоѕ Movoas re xal Mynpo- 
тїз» émikaA eio Da: 


IO 


mistake 
another 
whom he 
sees but 
does not 
know, for 
Socrates 
whom he 
knows. 


We return 
therefore 
in part to 
the concep- 
tion of a 
process, 
which may 


means of 
the follow- 
ing image. 
Each of us 
has in his 
mind а 
block of 
wax, on 
which he 
receives 
the stamp 
of those 
sensations 
and percep- 
tions which 
he wishes 
to remem- 
ber. 
which he 
succeeds in 
stamping ia 
remember- 
ed and 
known во 
long as the 
impression 
lasts, but 
that of 
which the 
impression 
is rubbed 
out, or is 
imperfectly 
е, is 


That 10 


15 
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^ ` , y’, ^ 4 à 
Movody pnrpos Mvnuoovyns, кой és Torto, б тї àv p. 191. 


IIAATONOX 


^ ^ т ^ м A s + 
BovAnOopev prvnpovedoa av av 1дорєу Т} axkovowpev 
a , , е , ~ , 

7) avrol evvonamper, vréxovras avro rais aicOnoect 

kal évvotais, azorvmoUaÓat, ботєр дактоћіоу onpeia 
> a А ^ 

€vonpawopevous. Kal 0 иб ay ékuayy, pynpovevery 

^ › / g à э ~ ` » Д ^. 

тє кої єтістасба, 605 av évi то є«їдоЛоу avroð Grav 
ee | ^ ` Ф, ^ 

Ф eEarehOn % uz) olov тє yévgras ёкиауђуои, ётіМє- o 
^ / ` 

AnoOai тє kal um éricracOa. 


OEAI. "Еосто ойто. 


EQ. 'О тошу» értıoTrdpuevos pev аўта, скотфу де 
Tt Qv Opa ?) акоуе, адре €i apa Troupe трото evê? 


av Sokdoa. 


ӨЕАТ. Пор à rar ; 


a 3 3 ` 3 
XQ. “А oidev, oineis elvat тотё pev û olde, rore дє 
^ , ^ * » ^ , › ^ е 
a шл]. таёта уар év Trois 7rpoaOev ov кало ороћо- 


ynoapev ӧроћоуодитєѕ advvara. 
ӨЕАТ. № 0 môs Aéyes ; 


EQ. Aci dde AdyeoOa тєрї avrav, €E арҳӯѕ di0- p.192. 


I. és roro — ётототоёсбди] 
“То stamp them upon this, as 
if we were taking on it the im- 
pressions of seal-rings.’ 

3. réxovras aùré] Holding it 
(the wax) to receive our per- 
ceptions and thoughts, we 
stamp them there, as if taking 
the impression of a seal. The 
infinitives are med., because the 
impressions are taken from our 
own sensations for our own use. 

4. беттер daxrvdiov onpeia év- 
onpawopevovs] For the image of 
the seal, cf. Phed. р. 76, where 
it is used of the mind impress- 
ing its idea of Being upon 
things. 

6. órav & éfa\ep6] Ven. I. 
corr. 6 8 dv. Bodl. et Vat. дё 


omittunt. The Bodl. however, 
has 8 in the margin by a later 
hand. The common reading 
is sufficiently probable : the 
regularity of the sentence is 
broken by the introduction of 
€ws dv, во that instead of ô 8 dy 
we have órav дё Cf. supr. p. 
159. ô áy— —órav. 

10. афта] Viz. å à» ip xa 
кост ў aùròs évvorag. (supr.) 

Although I know what is 
present to me in sensation, i. e. 
though I may have in me a 
previous impression of the same 
thing, yet I may mistake it, 
i e. fail to identify it as the 
original of that previous im- 
pression. 

18. ё dpxîs] A priori. 


4. 8 ye ol8ev] i. e. not sup- 
posing him to have a sensible 
perception of it. 

6. xal б alaÜáverai ye] i. e. not 
supposing him to know it. 
Both the above cases are dis- 
tinguished from that in which 
& thing is both known and 
perceived. 

II. kai yet TÒ onpeiov Kara ту 
ato6now] He holds the stamp 
left by the former sensation in 
a line with the present sensa- 
tion, so that the two impres- 
sions coincide. Vid. inf. 194. 
катаутікр? pêy Kal karû тд eùdû, 

I4. xov тд pynpeiov ópÜós] 
Cf. the common expressions 
ópBois Supaow, ёё ops ppevés. 

The above statement may be 
put shortly thus: Mistake is 
impossible—t. Between things 
not perceived by sense, when 
we know both or one or neither 
of them. 2. Between things 


not known, when we have a 
sensible impression of one or 
both or neither of them. 3. 
Still more impossible, if that 
may be, between things, (a.) 
both of which are known, both 
perceived by sense, and the 
knowledge of each of which is 
identified with its proper sen- 
sation : (b.) One of which we 
know and also perceive sensi- 
bly, and identify the, know- 
ledge of it with the sensation : 
(c.) Both or either of which 
we neither know nor perceive 
sensibly. 

The only cases left in which 
mistake is possible are (r.) 
when one thing is known and 
another perceived sensibly ; or 
(2.) when two things are known 
and also present to sense, but 
we fail to connect knowledge 
and sensation rightly. 


> 
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LÀ ^ 3 ^ , ^ Е 
р. 192. piCojsévovs, Оті 0 uév Tis olde TX@Y avroÜ шлтиєіои forgotton 
and no 
А А Cs Á з m З 
Є Tj Хоҳ, aicOaverar 8€ аўто py, тойто oinOHVaL known. 
f e 3 , , , 
erepov Tı Gv oldev, êxovra kai ékeivov rýmov, aiaÜa- For what T 
1 1 , e 3 3 Н ^ 
vopevov Sê un, advvarov. кой 6 ye olðev aû, обу: Way 1 may 
3 a \ з м , ^ ^S. \ А ` ts 
eivai: б pù) olde pnd exer айтой odpayida’ kal 0 ju s Sometimes 
3 a ` 5 ^ ^ 4 ^ 3 s LA 
oder, 0 ù) olüev ad’ Kat 0 py oidev, 0 olde’ Kai û Know, — 
“ , e $ а^ з : 
aig verat ye, érepóv тї àv aiaÜavera, oivat el- what I do 
a A > , т * , ^ S \ А ` » Р 
vat’ kai 0 аїсбдарєтоі, àv TL wn aicOaverat kal о py) Mistake is 
, / è yo , ya P , impossible 
b aicÜaverai, Qv uù) aidOaverat’ Kal 0 py aiaOaveTat, between 
e R , «sc з è 3 * 3 , things both 
ov аісбауєтои. Kal ert ye ой àv оідє Kai aicPaverat 10 of which 
¥ \ ^ A Cr Р > 0^ 3 are thus 
kai êxe TO Onpeiov ката тти aig Ono, oinOyvat aÙ known but 
7 , т 3 Мо, , mA 3 үә у not present 
€repov Tı wv olde Kai aicOaverat kai EXEL al Kat EKEL- to sense, 
` ^ Nos у , А ¥ nor indeed 
vov TO onpeiov ката THY aigOnaiw, aüvvarorepov ETL ig it pos. 
er a 5 ^ Ы P y ible i 
ékelvav, el otov тє. кай 0 olde кай 0 alodaverat êxwv any case 
` ^ ^ 5 ^ , a i 
то штиєїоу pôs, б oldev oinOjvas advvaTov" Kal ò 15 Without 


Still leas 
when two 
things are 
known and 


present to | 


sense, and 
when the 
sensation 
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olde kai aicOaveras €ymv karû тота, 0 aia Üaverat p. 192. 


IIAATONOZ 


kai û ad pn olde pnde aicOaverat, 6 uù olde ux c 

aicOaverat’ kai © pn olde илдё aicOaverat, © uù) olde" 
LE ` 5 A , , ^ * , , 

кой 0 pn olde pnde aioĝdvera 6 uù) aicOaverat. 


, 


and the old 5 тарта тадта vmepBaAAe. advvapia той év ойто 
pev] twa добата. Aetrerau 8% ё rois rotoia e, єї 
mép Tov &ААой!, TÒ TotwÜrov: yevéa ba. 

ӨЕАТ. 'E» riot д); éàv дра её avràv Tı дёААо» 
рабо” viv pêv yap ойу ёторо. 


impression 
coincide : 
or when 
neither is 
present to 
the mind 
at all. 
But when 
something, 
either 
known or 
unknown, 
is present 
to sense, 
and the 
mind bri: 
the sensa- 
tion over- 
inst the 
old impres- 


mind mis- 
takes. 


15 


10 EQ. 'Е» ої older, oinOjva avrà ётєр arra eva 


ay olde kai alaÓverav ў dv uù older, aicOaverat 
бё- 7 dv olde kai aicOaverai, dv oidev ad Kat aicOa- d 


` verat. 


ӨЕАТ. Nov moù mAciov amedcipOnv ?) rore. 


ZO. *Qàe 87) àv&maMw dkove. éyó єдӧѕ Oeo- 


^ е 
дорои кой év €uavT@ ueuvruévos olos Єттї, кої Ocaí- 
* ЕД , y э 7 * e ^ , , 
TNTOV ката TAUTA, XÀÀO TL EVIOTE MEV OPW avTOUS, 
з \ у yg , , ^ 4 у ^ 
évíore дё ov, kai amtopuai TOT airy, Tore Š ov, kai 
, y LÀ 
акоуо 7 Twa GAAnY aicÓgciw aicbavoua, тоте д 


зо alcOnow иб» ovdepiav exw тєрї vuv, péuvnuar бе 


pas ovdey Түттоу kal éríarapat aris év éuavró ; 


OEAI. IIavv pev ov. 


2. каї ô ad p) ole) In order 
to exhaust every conceivable 
case, the converse or negative 
of each of the foregoing cases, 
in which knowledge and sense 
were combined, must be fully 
stated. 

5. twepBddrAa араша) Cf. 
supr. dêwarérepoy ёт: éxe(vov el 
olóv re. The gen. is governed 
by dÓvrauía. | vrepBáAAe is abs. 
‘All these cases are beyond 
every thing in regard to the 
impossibility of апу man's 


thinking wrongly in any of 
them.' 

8. éàv dpa d$ abróv тї paddov 
іо] ‘For perhaps if you state 
them, I may perceive your 
meaning better.’ 

12. Gv olde xal aicÓárerai) 
Subaud. árra. 

14. dre\eipên»] For this use 
of the aorist when a person 
reflects on his own state, cf. 
Soph. Ај. 678: ёфр{ pori ne- 
pixaps 8 дуєттбрау. alib. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 163 


p.192. EQ. Toro тойу» mparov раё dv BovAopat дт]- 
Adoa, ds ёст: pêv û olde ш) aicOaver Ou, ёст: € 
aia Baver Oa. 

ӨЕАТ. A۸107. 

ZO. Okov kal à uù olde, moAAaKis pev ёст: S 
pndé aicOaver Oa, modraxis 8 aicOaver Oar póvov ; 

OEAI. “Ест xai roro. 

ZO. 'Ià£ by, é&v т. náAXov viv ётістр. Xokparns 

р. 193. ётгугуиӧскє: Өєодороу кой Geairnrov, ópà бє unöé- 
repov, unde, ZAAN alaOnors air парєсті тєрї avrQv' xo 
ойк av more ev éavrQ добасєєу ws ó Ocaíryros Єттї 
Өєодороѕ. Aéyo т: Ñ ovdEev ; 

OEAI. Nai, adAnO7 ye. 

EQ. Toüro pév тойлуу éxeivioy mpárov fw av 
&Aeyov. 15 

OEAI. °Н yap. 

ZO. Aevrepov тойлуу, OTt Tov pev yryvooKov 
uav, Tov Sê u) угууӧскоу, aicBavopevos è џитдє- 
Tepov, ойк àv rore a) oinbeiny, òv oida, eivat dv pù 
оїда. 20 

OEAI. 'Op6óos. 

b EQ. Tpírov де, unSérepov ycyvoa ov pndé aisha- 
vouevos ойк av oinbeinv, б> pù oia, ётєрди ти” elvat 
àv uù оїда. kai T&ÀAÀa rà протера mavO 17е vom 
maAw dknkoévat, év ois ovdémor’ ёуо тєрї той кої з 
Өєодороо rà Yeu) доёасо, ойтє yryvóo Kov ойтє 
&yvody duce, ore Tov uév, Tov & ov yryvooKwr. 
kai тєрї alaOnoewy катӣ TAUTA, ei ара ёте. 

OEAI. “Ezopa. 

EQ. Летєтог тойу» та evê oara: év тфде, зо 
Отау ytyvookwy oè Kai Qeodwpor, кай xov êv éxetvo 

c TQ knpivo worep SaxtvAiwy a àv apo rà onpeia, 

Y2 


False opin- 


ion is the 
wrong 
union of 
thought 
and sensa- 
tion. 


10 
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Sia џакроў kai ит ixavads орду aud mpobvpnOa, то p. 193. 


IIAATONOX 


, - e 4 ^ > є ^ » , y > 
oiketov єкатєроо onpelov amoðovs TH оікєіа ower, ép- 


BiBacas mporap osar eis то éavrhs ixvos, tva. yévn- 


> , 5 * ^ " 
Tat üVayvopigis, ETA ToUTwY атотоҳои Kal @ттєр 


s ol eumradw vrodovpevar паралћаёаѕ прос Вало тту 


е , y ` ^ > , ^ > е 
ékarépov OY mpos то аЛЛотріоу onpeiov, ?) кай ola 
` > ^ , ^ ^.» Ж ` ЕЈ » 
та év rois катоттрогѕ Ts Oews máln, Seka eis dpi- 
gTepà peTappeovons, тато» таӨфь» діашарто` Tore d 


ёт) cupBaiver 7) ќтєродоёіа кай то eu доёабеш. 


ӨЕАІ. "Еокє уар, © Xókpares" Oavpaciws ws 
Aéyes то THs Sons malos. 


EQ. "Er: тойу» kai бта» арфотёрооѕ yvyvoakov 


1. mpobvunOa)] ‘I endeavour 
to assign the right impression 
of memory to the right visual 
impression, and to make this 
stand in its own foot-print, so 
as to fit, that recognition may 
take place ; and then failing to 
do so, and bringing the ideas 
crosswise like men who put 
their sandals on the wrong 
feet,' 





2. éyufhBácas  mpocapuóca] 
Sc. rjv бүл». These words and 


the following (iva yévyra: dva- 
yvópwns) suggest an allusion to 
Choeph. 203—210. xai pv ori- 
Bot ye x. T. À. 

5. mapaddAdgas} Cf. for the 
metaphorical use of this word 
(which here retains something 
of its literal sense) Tim. 72. 
ovdels yàp evvous ёфаттета: pavri- 
кїз, GAN’ f каб Uervov—meby)eis— 
7 бай vócov ў dia twa evOovevacpoy 
zapaAAá£as. 

6. fj каї ofa] ‘Or my mind 
errs being affected in the same 
way as the sight is affected in 
looking at a mirror, shifting as 


it does, so that right becomes 
left.’ Vision is conceived of 
as flowing from the eye to its 
object. Cf Tim. p. 43. 

7. 9e&ià. els. dptorepû perappe- 
ovens| ‘ Shifting, right-side to 
left.’ The words have given 
some trouble. Buttmann con- 
jectured peradepovons, Heindorf 
says “medelam a libris expecto." 
Stallb. conj. 8e&iás els dpiorepáv. 
But may not дефа els dpwrrepá 
be an adverbial expression, ori- 
ginating in apposition? Thus: 7 
õis perapper Oe&ià. els apiorepa 
(i. e. та дебий aùrîs els rà dprorepa) 
—when the case of êyıs changes 
9«£ià remains unchanged. Com- 
pare dvo xáro orpepor, Phredr. 
278 ; and esp. Soph. Ant. 340. 
lAXouévov dpórpev Eros eig ros, 
where some MSS. have érovs els 
ётоѕ metro repugnante, showing 
that a similar difficulty had 
been experienced there. 

ro. és] So Bodl. Vat. Ven. r1. 
et =. cett. ф. * Your description 
tallies wonderfully with one's 
experience of what Opinion is." 


р. 194. 


OEAITHTO2. 165 


р. 193. Tov pêv Tpos TQ yryvookew aiohávwpat, Tov дё uh, 


^ M ^ ^ t, ^ ^ ^ y y 
ту Sê уус: той érépov uz) ката THY оїт@тт exo, 
^ , 
0 év rois 7pocÓev oUres €Aeyov Kai pov тотє ойк 
euavÜaves. 
OEAI. Où yap оду. 
^ ` 
ZO. Todro pny ёАєуор, бт. ytyvóokov Tov érepov 
e кой aig Üavopevos, kai тту уус катӣ THY аїтӨзт 
> ^ v эми of 3 э < Y , 
ото xwv, ойдетотє oinoera eivai avrov терди 
Twa Ov ytyvaoKe тє kai aicOaverat kal THY yvo- 
3 A5 , м ` x м 3 ` 
ow a) кой éxeivov êxe ката THY alaOnow. hv yap 
TOUTO ; 
ӨЕАТ. Nai. 
ZO. ПарєАєітєто бе yé mov то viv Aeyópevov, év 
<= ^ 
ф On paper тт» evê? Sdéav yiyverOau то дифо yi- 
, ^ у e ~ v y ЕД 
ууӧскоута кої dudw opavra 1] Twa aAAnY aicOnow 
y › ^ ` a ` 1 э ^ у 
&xovra. &u otv, то onpeiov ur) ката THY avro) alcOn- 
ow Ték&repov] éxew, GAN’ olov ro£órqv $abAov iévra 
vapaAAata, тод скотоў kal apapreiv, © 07) кой \}єй- 


dos dpa фбубдастоц. 


2. той érépov] Viz. of the 
former. 

6. Heind. would insert 6 
before yeyvóorav : but for the 
transition from the rst to the 
3rd person, when the nom. is 
indefinite, cf. inf. 196. olnetn- 
pev—oinbein. 

9. ôv yyrdcoxa] This is the 
Bodleian reading, which seems 
preferable. The reference of 
exeivov is thus made more dis- 
tinct. 

то. ўу yàp тойто;] ‘We agreed 
to this f 

16. rjv атой aiaĝnow) Trans- 
late, adopting Stallbaum's con- 
jecture, ёкатёроо, ‘ Or having 
some other sensible perception 


of both, to fail in holding your 
previous impression of each 
person over against your pre- 
sent sensation of him.’ 

Or, retaining the common 
reading, rù onpeiw—éxdrepor, 
* Or having some other sensible 
perception of them, to fail in 
holding the previous impres- 
sions of both, each over against 
the sensation which belongs to 
it.” But it must be confessed 
that this is not so good. 

17. dÀX olov тоёбтт» $aiAov] 
We are beginning to have а 
livelier conception of the move- 
ment of the mind and of the 
remoteness of sensible things 
from our notions of them. 


$ 


o 


The cause 


of this lies 


in the na- 


ture of the 


waxen 
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OEAI. Eixóros ye. 


IIAATONOZ 


EQ. Kai бта» тойлуу TQ цё mapi aicOnows тди 


, ^ ^ , ^ ^ ^ » , , , ^ 
onpeiwv, TQ O€ uz, то дё Ts amovons aidOnoews TH 
Tapovon pocapuogy, mavTn ravry \чуєйдєто 7) ĉia- 

у ey , у Р ^ ^ SA7 o’ , 

5 voia. каї єзї Àoyo, тєрї ov pev uz) oidé Tis итде emy- 
сдєто полтоте, ойк Єттї, ds €owev, ore vyevOea au b 
y ^ , м ^ е a е ` , b 
ойтє evdns Soka, єї тї viv pets úyiès A€youev. тері 


бе dv iopev тє kal aigÜavóueÜa, у avtois rovros 
ттрёфєтос kai ЄМїттєто т} доба wevdys кой аА 


, ^ ۱ ^ ^ ^ 000 \ , ^ 
10 YLYVOMEVY), KATQVTLKPU [LEV Kat ката TO EVOU та OLKELCG 


, , , ^ , э , , 
соуауооса amorvropnara кої TUTOUS aAnOns, eis 


mrayia 8ё kai скоМм@& Wevdns. 


ӨЕАТ. Ocxoüv cards, à Xokpares, Aéyeraa ; 


EQ. "Er: толу» kai rade axovoas paAdov avro с 


WevderOat ala xpóv. 
OEAI. Ids à' ой; 


15 €pels. TO и yàp TaAnbes Sokakew kaAóv, rò 8ê 


EQ. Taira тойлуу» pasiv evOévde yiyverOu. órav 
` Li , , ^ ^ , ^ ^ ` 
pev 0 ктроѕ Tou év TH Puxi Babus тє Kai modus kai 


3. rê 8ё rîs drovons alcó.] 
Sc. onpeiov. 

4. просарџбот| Sc.  Sudvota. 

5. ётрсбєто) The corr. of the 
Bodl. is in the ancient hand. 

8. w айтої rovros] Here, 
and here alone, opinion turns 
and twirls about, becoming true 
and false alternately. 

ё abroig rovros  crpéjerat 
xai éXirrera ў óga] Cf. Rep. 
479: Ort rà rûv mov тоа 
vopipa — pera mov ku\uvdeîra 
к.т. À. 

II. бтототфрата xai rómovs] 
rvmos is here the present sen- 
sation, which we endeavour to 


^ ^ + * » / i d \ oof ^ ^ 
зо Aetos Kal рєтріоѕ * оруасџєџоѕ 7, та iovra. Sia Tov 


fit into the former impression, 
(droriropua.) Tiros can scarcely 
be ‘the form of the object.’ 
This would be inconsistent 
with the previous use of the 
word, p. 192. 

18. gaciv] This need not 
imply a reference to any con- 
temporary doctrine. It rather 
indicates the half mythical tone 
which Socrates has assumed. 

20. ópyacpévos] * Tempered.’ 
This word has been restored 
from Timsus and Suidas, the 
latter of whom quotes this pas- 
sage. MSS. elpyacpévos. 


та {бута дий rûv aicOnoewv— 





ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 
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P- 194. aicOnoewy, evonuawopeva eis тойто TO THs wpuyis 


/ a y e , , ^ ^ ^ 
Kéap, 0 ёфт “Opunpos aivitropevos Tv той Knpod 
d дроттта, TOTE pêv kai тойто kaÜapà rà onpeia 
€yycyvópeva kai ixavas той BaÉovs éxovra moAvypovia 
тє yiyverat kai eigiv oi тобто: Trpárov pev evpabeis, s 
м , 5 , / ^ , , 
Єтєт& штџорєѕ, єіта ov TapadAaTTovet тди aidOn- 
ceov rà стшєа adda So-aCovaw adnOn. саф yap 
Kai év evpuxwpia бута raxv Óuvéuovauw ёті rà arav 
v > ^ ^ gi у ^ ` ` ` 
Ekasta expayeia, & 0) бута kaAetrat. Kai copot dn 
обто: каћодитаи. 7 ov докє сог; 

ӨЕАІ. ‘Yzeppuas pev oiv. 
^ 
EQ. "Отау тойуу Aációv тоо TÒ kéap ў, 9 8% 
> 7 є , ^ , ^oc ^ 
тїгєтє 0 парта софоѕ пойтт, ? Отау KoTpades 
` ^ ^ ^ a A е ^ + ^ 
xai un KaBapod Tod ктроў, 7] vypov сфодра 7 okàn- 

, т х е , > ^ , , , \ / 

pov, ov pev vypov, evpabeis цёр, emiAnopoves дё yi- 


evonpawépeva—kabapa тй onpeia 
éyycyvóueva] The thread of the 
sentence is resumed in an al- 
tered form. Cf. Polit. 295. та» 
TÒ тоюбтоу— fvpBawor—yedws д» 
—ylyvoro rûv rowovrav—. Phied. 
69. xwpi{opeva дё. 

2. кар] The Homeric form 
is кўр. But Plato avoids bring- 
ing poetical words too abruptly 
into his prose. See above, p. 
173, and n. 

6. rûv аїтӨпоєш›] The gen. 
depends on mapadAdrrovar, like 
Tov ското? above. 

7. capa yàp kal é» ebpvxopía 
dvra—xa\eîraı] There is here a 
similar irregularity to that just 
noticed. The sentence begins 
as though it were to be сафӯ 
yap—ivra (вс. rà onpeia) таҳ 
eipioxera, or something of the 
kind: but the thought grows 
as we proceed : and cap—övra 


is left as a sort of accusativus 
pendens. What follows is to be 
construed thus : таҳ? dcavépovew 


. (oi rowitro: ravra) å 8) óvra xa- 


Aeira,, ёкатта ёті rà abró» ёкра- 
yeia. ‘Such persons quickly dis- 
tribute things (as we term them) 
each to the place of its own 
former impress upon the block.’ 

9. å 8) ёта xaXéira]] The 
later part of the dialogue does 
not forget the earlier part. 

12. №счоу—кќар| Il. B. 851: 
IlvAaipéveos Aáctov кїр. П. 554 : 
TlarpoxAjos Aáciov кїр. 

13. 6 mavra софдѕ тошту) To 
appreciate the irony here, it is 
necessary to compare Soph. 
р. 234, where the parallel is 
drawn between the man who 
© creates’ every thing and the 
man who knows every thing; 
as well as Rep. B. X. p. 596, 
8qq. 


block, 
which may 
be either 
tooshallow, 
or too hard 
or too soft, 
or too nar- 
row, or im- 
pure, 
whence the 
impressions 
are either 
imperfect 
or faint, or 
short-lived, 
or crowded, 


10 that it is 


difficult for 
the mind 
to make 
each sensa- 
tion corre- 
spond to its 
proper foot- 
print. 


5 кой oí Ta бура" ÙTÒ yàp той сууҳєісбш Tax yiyve- р. 195. 


to 
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yvovrat, àv è aKAnpov, Tavavria. oi бе д) Aactov р. 194 


IIAATONOZ 


кой траҳо, №006 tret 7) yrs 3) kompov avupuyetans 
eum Aeov, €xovres, атафт rà exuayeia iryovow. do apî) 


д2 kai oi rà скАра` Babos yap ойк ён. asah дє 


тол apvdpa. Єй» Sê mpos maar тойто ÈT GAA Amv 


3 , x 
CULTMENTWKOTA 7 Ото TTEVOXwpias, édv TOU сшкрои 


с ДЬ. [A LA , , > р , 5 

7 TO vyvxápuov, ёт: атафєстєра ékeivov. партєѕ оди 
ғ ^ , 

ойто: yiyvovra olo. Soéatew үуєиду). órav уар ri 
^ * , ^ 

opacw ў axovwow 7) émwoGow, ёкаста ATOVÉpEW 


I. Adowy] ‘Shaggy.’ Here, 
as in the case of SAocvpós, we 
experience what is a frequent 
difficulty in Plato, that of de- 
termining the precise ethical 
meaning with which he adapts 
an Epic word. 

2. №0586 rı) The difficulty 
of the MS. reading is, that it 
presents as one case what were 
spoken of above as two, (Aáctov 
—4—xkorpódes), Those in whom 
it is shaggy and rugged, a gritty 
substance filled with an ada i 
ture either of earth or dung.’ 
This is not an insuperable diffi- 
culty in a writer like Plato. 
But the correction №0984 тє 
(Ficin. Heusd.) is extremely 
probable ; * In whom it is shaggy 
and rugged and stony, or full of 
the admixture of earth or dung.’ 

8. yvxápioy] СЕ Rep. 519: 
ûs Spd BAérec тд NrvXápuov. 

то. ĝ ётооёсш) Cf. supr. 191. 
ў abro ёуропсереу. It may be 
asked, whether these expres- 
sions do not provide for the 
difficulty that is raised after- 
wards about ri and 12? The 
answer probably is, that the 
difficulty, which is brought into 


full light afterwards, is here si- 
lently anticipated. (Compare 
the introduction of ёуабд» and 
xaAóv in p. 157.) émwoàcw how- 
ever does not necessarily imply 
ап abstract object of thought. 
As we dwell upon the image 
we have raised, we find that it 
is too simple to express more 
than the relations of sense and 
memory, and instead of multi- 
plying крша mAácpara, a fresh 
image is introduced in Plato's 
usual manner. The touches of 
humour have led some critics 
to suppose that Plato is allud- 
ing to contemporary opinions. 
But may he not be laughing at 
himself 1 

The description of the act 
of recollecting in the Philebus, 
p. 34, is worth comparing with 
the present passage. "Отау û 
pera той сфратоѕ ётасҳє abn ù 
Wuxn, тайт’ dvev rod сфратоѕ abr?) 
€» éaurî б rı paora avahapBavy, 
тбтє dvapupynoKecOal mov Aéyopev. 
ў yáp; П. p. оби. Kal pay каї 
бта» drodécaca рушу etre alobi- 
сєоѕ єт ad pabnpatos adds Tav- 
Thy avaroknon év éavrj, kai тайта 
ё©нтаута drvauv]ces xai штраѕ 


ӨЕАЇТНТОЎ. 
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$- л ^ , Ww 75 
р: 195. таҳ) єк@&тто ov Suvapevor Врадєі Té eiat Kai añ- 
^ ^ ^ 
Aorpiovouoüvres zapopógí тє Kal mapaxovovat kai 
mapavoovat тАєїста, kai каћодита ad obra éyyev- 
, x ^ y ^ > A 
сареро: тє д7 TOV Ovrov Kai auadets. 
3 
ӨЕАТ. 'Op6órara avOparev Aéyes, à Zøkpares. 
^ > e ^ a , $ 
EQ. Форех dpa év ziv wevdeis Sofas elvai ; 


b 


с 


ӨЕАІ. Z$opa ye. 
ZO. Kai dAndets д); 
ӨЕАІ. Kai аАлбе. 


EQ. "Нд ov oioueÜa ikavàs wpodroynrOa бт! 
таутду uûA\ov éarüv &udorépa rovro rà Sota ; 

OEAI. 'Yrepóvós u£v oiv. 

EQ. Aevóv re, © Өєаітттє, ds adAnOds kwóvvevet 
kai andes elvat атр адоћёс ns. 

ӨЕАІ. Т; 8é; mpos ті тойт etres ; 

EQ. Thy éuavroU dvopabiav досҳєрауаѕ kai ws 
adnOas adorecyiav. ті yàp av tis аАЛо бєїто дуора, 
bray dvo като тоду AOyous ёАкү Tis Ўто voOeíag oU 
Suvapevos mea Ojvat, кай yj SucardA\akros аф éka- 


, 
стоу Лоуоо ; 


OEAI. Xv à dy ri Óvoxepaives ; 


mov Aéyouev, The former and 
simpler process corresponds to 
the search for the impression 
upon the wax; the latter to 
the hunt in the aviary for a 
missing bird. 

(10.) ѓкаста) Sc. rà óvra. 

I. ёкйтто] Өс. rois éxpayelos. 

dAXorpiovouoUvres ] * Misap- 
propriating, i.e. ‘ Assigning 
wrongly.” 

3. каћодута ab otro] ad refers 
to supr. xai софої 8) obra xa- 
обути. dpadeîs is the opposite 
of тофо{: ёр. т. óvrov, being in- 


serted epexegetically. 

13. Aewév re] The old editions 
had ye The abruptness of the 
reading in the text is better 
than such a meaningless con- 
nexion. Socrates breaks out, 
after & pause, with an expres- 
sion, the relevancy of which 
does not at once appear. 

18. душ xáre rovs Aóyovs xp 
тх) Compare with this expres- 
sion, which frequently occurs, 
the still livelier image supr. 
p.191. év d dudyxn mdvra pera- 
стрефоута Adyov Bacavifay. 


z 


tin 


15 


20 


Bat, when 
we consider 
it, the hy- 
pothesis is 
not ade- 
quate to 
the pheno- 
mena, 

e. g. Fhe 
numbers 
eleven and 
twelve are 
not objects 
of sensa- 
tion, but 
of thought, 
i. e. they 
are im- 
pressions 
on the 
waxen 
block, and 
yet in add- 
ing 7 and 5 
people 
sometimes 
take eleven 
instead of 
twelve. 
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ZO. Ov досҳєраіро povor, аЛа kai дёдока б Tt p. 195. 


IIAATONOS 


ЕД ~ y y , Е 3 , o 

azokpwobpat, av Tig epntat ue ° 2 Хократєѕ, eUprkas 
0» evê Oofav, Ore ойтє év rois аісбђаєсіу Єттї 
mpos aAAnAas ovr’ ёр rais Siavoiats, ААМ év TH avv- d 


5 awe: aisOnoews mpos Siavoav; Фусо 8 yo, olan 
KadAwmiCopevos Gs TL eüppkorov Nv каду. 
ӨЕАТ. ”Euorye Soxei, à. Zóxpares, ойк aicypov 


3 ` ^ › + 
eivat то viv amodederypevov. 


ZO. Оркоби, phoe, Aéyes Ort ad rov аубротои 


^ , , У Г wow 5 M 
10 оу бихуоойдеба uovov, op@pev Ó oU, trrov ойк dv 


1$ 


, , 3 à y t ^ у е , 
more oinOeinuer elvat, Ov ad ойтє Op@pev ойтє бтто- 


peba, Stavoovpea де џороу коћ add’ ovdev аїісдаро- 
pueda тєрї афтод ; Taira, oluan now Aéyaw. 


OEAI. Koi ópfós ye. 


ZO. Tí oi», фусєе, rà Evdexa, à илбе GAAO ђе 


^ ^ , 
Ovavoeirai tis, АЛО т. Єк rovrov TOU AOyov ойк dv 


more oinbein 8фдєко. elvat, & póvov a) Stuavoeîrat ; 0 


з , o , 
ойу On, ov amoxpivov. 


ӨЕАТ. 'AAX azroxpwodpat, бт. бри uev av Tis ў 


> / , , A у , 5 ^ , 
inOet 
зо ehamropevos oinbein та évSeka SwdeKa Eval, а pEVTOL 


a м м a ^ 
év TH Siavoiga éxe ойк av more тєрї avrGv ravra 


dokdceev ойто. 


ХО. Tí оду; ole тий morore аўто» ev ойтф 


, ^ є , , ^ N > , e ` ^ 
mévre kai érrd, Aéyo Oe pn avôpæmovs Єтт@& Kai р. 196. 


9. Oixobv, фсе, Aéyers Ste аў] 
‘Is it not then part of your 
hypothesis, he will say, that on 
the other hand.’ If mistake 
arises upon the wrong union of 
sensation and thought, thought 
cannot be mistaken when un- 
accompanied by sensation. The 
opposition between these two 


25 Tévre mpoOeuevov oxorreiv nd dAdo тоюбтох, GAN 


cases is expressed by aj. So- 
crates proceeds to what Bacon 
would call a negative instance. 
MSS. gnoi. 

тт. ôv ad] ‘Which again,’ i. e. 
* as well as the man.’ 

15. Bodl. фт with Vat. Ven. 
П. cett. фо! 

23. ole rwa) If the sentence 
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» M , ^ е , "v э ^ ^ Е) ^ 
p.196. avra 7évre kai етта, a papev єкєї pvnpeia Ev TQ 


, , 5 ` a’ > ^ , ЕЈ , 
éxuayeip elvas kal \уєод? év avrois ovk elvai до{@со, 


^ , » , , y / a / 
TavTa avrà € Tis avOpwrwv 10) пототє eakéjaro 


А ` es vo’ ^ , >> , ve 
€yov 7rpos avTOVP Kat EPWTO@V поса пот €GTL, KUL O 


3 ` 5 ^ 
pev т< єйтєу ойубєїў Evdexa avra. eivai, ò 8 dwdeKa, 7) 


f , , I , э \ 5 
таутєѕ Aéyouci тє kai olovrat Óc0eka avra. elvat. 
> ` ` 
OEAL Ov pa riv Ala, dAAd тоАлої ду Kai 
ёдєка` єй» бє ty п\єіот ариф 7 
ka’ eav ÕE ye ev п\еои apiOu@ Tis Gorrrat, 
^ , ^ ^ 
b uaAAov сфалАєтои. oluat yap сє тєрї ravrüg. uGÀ- 


Лоу ар:Өџод Аёує». 


EQ. 'Op6ós yap ote. кай évOvpod py ті rore] 
yiyveras dAÀo ї афта та додека та Єў TQ. Єкц«үєїф 


&дєка ойӨт}уол. 


ӨЕАІ. "Еокє ye. 


EQ. Oveoiv eig roUs Tporovs т@Аш ауђкє Àd- 


^ ^ ^ 35 Y \ » 
yovs; 0 yap тобто raddv, 0 oidev, Erepov аўто oletat 


elvai dv ad oidev. 0 êpapuev advvaror, Kal Tovro ar? 


had proceeded regularly, it 
would be followed by exeyápe- 
VOV——€iT€LV., 

I. айта névre kai тта) The 
insertion of the article does not 
seem necessary, though it may 
possibly be right. 

éxeî] Sc. év тф éxpayelo. 

prpeia) “ Records.’ 

3. « ris dvÜpómrov] The ques- 
tion is resumed with є, depend- 
ing on Aéyw, which has broken 
the regularity of the sentence. 
“I mean to ask if . The 
Bodleian MS. has ў, with Hein- 
dorf and Bekker. 

4. Aéyov mpós айтбу] Socrates 
refers to his own description of 
the process of thinking, supr. 
p. 189, 190. К 

8. éàv 8: ye] Theætetus is 
permitted to enlarge a little 





upon his own subject. We seek 
to identify the sum of 7 and 5, 
of which we have thought (ére- 
voņoapev) with the correspond- 
ing number in our minds : and 
by mistake we identify it with 
11 instead of 12. 

The statement of this case 
shews the inadequacy of the 
figure we have adopted. For 
where are the 7 and 5 and the 
sum of them of which we think? 
They are not in sensation: 
must they not then be in the 
waxen block? The former dif- 
ficulty returns—we have taken 
one thing whieh we know for 
another thing which we know. 

11. тоте] Heind. conj. róre. 

I5. Одкой» els тойс mpéórovs] 
‘The discussion has returned 
to its first stage." 


2 2 


ta 


To meet 
this diffi- 
culty, we 
venture to 
say what it 
is to know, 
—(a daring 
step, as we 
are still 
seeking the 
definition 
of Know- 
ledge.) 


10 


15 
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nvaykagopev ит) elvai evê otav, tva ш) та avrà û P- 196. 
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aùròs avayKagorro єідо шт «ідш ga. 


OEAI. 'AAn6écrara. 


EQ. Оркодь ФАХ óriwÜv Set amopaivew TO Ta 
s evê? доёабеш ў Stavoias mpos aicOnow mapadAa- 
yüv. € yap тойт Ñv, ойк av more év avrois rois ĉia- 
vonuarw epevdoueda. viv Sê зто: ойк ёст: Wevdns 
Soka, 7 & Tis older, olov тє ш) єідёрош. Kal rovrov 


тбтєр@ аїрєї; 


OEAI. ”Aropov aipeow mporibns, © Ўфкратєс. 
EQ. 'ААА@& pévror duporepd ye кидорєде: 0 Абуоѕ d 
ойк édoew. duos 6, тарта yap roAuyréov, Ti el ёлї- 


, ^ 
Хєртсоцєу vaT XvVT&V ; 


OEAI. [las ; 


EQ. ’EdeAncavtes eimeéiv тоду ti wor Єттї то 


3 , 
eria raa at. 


OEAI. Kai ri roro avaía xvvrov ; 
y › , ^ L4 ^ cm у > ^ e 
ZQ. "Eoas ойк evvoeiv, dre mas туму éE аруу 0 
, (А > е Н 
Aoyos бутт yéyovev ётитттит, ds ойк eidocr ті 
зо тот єстіу. 


ӨЕАІ. ’Evvod u£v oiv. 


EQ. "Erer ойк арол orel, uy eidoras imot- 


. Wvaykáfouev — й>аука{о.то] 
i Ié; was by this very argument 
we tried to make the non- 
existence of false opinion in- 
evitable, because otherwise it 
would be inevitable that the 
same person should know and 
be ignorant at once.’ 
4. GAN’ órioiv] * Any thing but 
this.’ Most MSS. give Aó ri otv. 
II. dupérepa] Viz. rò eiva 
evê óav к. й ть oldev oix 


oldy re eu py «деи. The 


distinction here indicated is 
analogous to that noticed by 
Aristotle between émicracda 
and 6«epeiv; which is his fa- 
vourite example of the differ- 
ence between éis and évépyea. 
Vid. Eth. N. I. 8. афере & où 
pukpóv dy ктпає ў ё xpjce tò 
dpwrrov vroAauBávew. The ten- 
dency to this distinction ap- 
pears in Sophocles Ant. 1278. 
d дєспбб, ûs, êxur те Kal xekrn- 
реро, K.T. À. 
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p.197. иту amopaiverOa то érictacOat oiov єттї; adda 


p 3 , , , ` > / ^ M 
yap, à Qeairnre, т@Ао ётё av&mAeo ToU ил} kaba- 
e pas д:аАуєст Oa. pupiaxis yap eiprjkauev TO yryvo- 

, ^ 
скоцєи Kal оо угууфскоцєу, kal émurrüjueÜa kai ойк 


> , C4 , » , H e v э 
єтістаребоа, oe TL cuvtévres GAA Amv EV @ ETL ETL- 


, » ^ » be Bo AX ^ ^ , ~ 
CTU cyvoovuev. e оле, KAL VUV EV TO пар- 


, , A ^ + 
ovr. Kexpnued ad Tp ауроєіу тє kai Gwviévai, ws 


троско» аўтог xpd, eimep orepoueÓa éri- 


ттш]. 


ӨЕАТ. 'AAAa riva rporov даће, à Xóxpares, 


TOUTWY GTFEXOMEVOS ; 


2. ауйтћеф тод ил Kabapas ia- 
Aéyea&ac] < Infected with logical 
imperfection.’ 

ToU pù ҝадарӧѕ Siaréyer Oa | 
In other words, we have felt 
our way hitherto, not by ab- 
stract definition and inference, 
but (as it is expressed Rep. 533) 
ras imobéces avatpoivres érl thy 
dpxyv. We first ventured the 
hypothesis aitc@nots  émornun. 
This was rejected, but the diffi- 
culties we met with pointed to 
a further hypothesis, őr: ý dàn- 
Ons дбёа emirra rriv. Неге 
again we are met by fresh dif- 
ficulties, but the discussion of 
them leads to a fresh hypothe- 
sis, that we may know, without 
having knowledge in hand. 

3. pupuixis yàp єїрїкане›] We 
are haunted throughout by a 
difficulty respecting the search 
for knowledge akin to that re- 
specting its first definition. Can 
we know it, and yet not know 
it? To inquire about it implies 
ignorance of its nature, and yet 
how can we use the name even 
in inquiry without knowing the 
meaning of the name? p. 147. 


ў оїе ris тї тууйутЇ twos буора, б 
py olde ri ёотї; 210. xal таута- 
magi ye єпдєѕ {yrovvray jàv 
émornpny óav ava dpOiv elva: 
per’ émornpns. 

то. ’AAAd riva rpérov д:аћ ё, 
à X.) Compare what was said 
of being, p. 156. тд 8 elvat rav- 
таҳббе» éEaiperéov, ody бтї xai 
peis ToÀÀà Kai dpre jraykáa реба 
тд oumbeias xal dvertıoTnpuoims 
xpnoOa aire. 

That there is such a thing as 
absolute knowledge and abso- 
lute being is the postulate of 
Plato’s mind. That he himself 
or any man had wholly grasped 
either, is more than he dares to 
say. The sacredness of this be- 
lief, which it would be impious 
to relinquish, appears also in 
Thextetus’ answer: rovro» 8ê 
pù атеҳорбуф Eora gor тоћ\) 
cvyyvoun. For a similar feeling 
in regard to the practice of 
virtue, cf. Rep. 407. ó 8 è) 
mAovows, ds фаре», ovdév êxe 
TowUTOv  fpyov mpoxeipevov, oÙ 
dvayka(ouévo améxerbar аВіотоу. 
Apol. 38. ó & dve£éraaros Bios où 
Bwrós ávÜpámo. 


Un 
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ZO. Ovddséva dv ye ds eimi’ €i. uévrot. ўи avrido- p. 197. 
yixos, olos dup €i Kal viv тарту, rovrov T àv ёфу 
> ¢ мел оул А әл , > 07; 
a7exegÜat kai nuiv сфодр àv à eyw Aéyo erémXgr - 
Tev. êre оди écuêv havdot, BoUAe TOAUnT® eimeiv 
s otov Єттї то emioraoĝar; файуето yap uoc продруоо 


To know is ro 


a , 
TL ay yevea Oa. 


OEAI. Tóàpa roivvv vi) Ala. rovrov бє pù) ame- 
Xouévo cot eara тоА\Аз) avyyvopy. 
EQ. ”Акткоов< оду ò viv Aéyovat то ётістасдш ; 


ӨЕАІ. "Icws* où буто êv ye TH пардиті pyn- 


not tohave, j 

but to pos- povevo. 

sess, know- ; ; ә 2 A 5 
ledge. ZO. ’Emornuns mov é&w $aciv avro eivai. 


ӨЕАІ. ’ A۸07. 


УО. ‘Huets тойу» opukpov рєтадорєба кої el- 


15 TOLE ётіистђит KTHTW. 


ӨЕАТ. Ti ov ёт) фус тобто éxeivou Suadeper ; 
ZO. "lows pev ovóév: ò д обу Soxei, акоусаѕ 


cuvdoxipace. 
" . 3 
This dis- OEAIL. 'Eav mép ye olos т @. 
tinction is > ; ae , - * 
fenem ХО. Ov тойу» uot ravrov haiverar TQ кєктїїтӨої 
by а new Я 
image. TO €xew. oiov iudrıov mpidpevos TIS Kal €ykparT)s Gv 


^ ^ v M , A » ^8 » , ^ 
шл) thopoòt ҳеш pev ovk av avrov avro, кєкттїтӨол 


бе ye haipev. 

I. dv ye ôs elut]. Cf. Pheedr. 
243. ёюттєр д» Îs bs el. 

el pévroe ў» dvrioywós] The 
apodosis is omitted, and the 
construction changed, because 
from supposing himself dyro- 
убу, Socrates proceeds to ima- 
gine the effect of the presence 
of such а man upon the dis- 
cussion. 

2. rovrov T dv en anéxerOa] 
Not exaetly with Heind. Stallb. 
© abstinere nos jubeatur, but 
(sub. 8eiv) * would have dwelt on 
the necessity of abstaining,’ or, 


possibly, abi ar an emphasis 
on ш>) * Would have professed 
to abstain.’ ; 
12. émornpns —êêıv] Euthyd. 
277.108 erigracbar—ardo rı ҳе 
émornpny ion ёстіу; Pheed. 76. 
21. іріту) Stallb. attempts 
to defend the optative without 
« (which has only slight au- 
thority), from Rep. 549. dypws 
ely, which is not quite parallel, 
(and there is MS. authority for 
äv.) The comparison of p. 193. 
Zexpárgs yeyvóokec к. T. №. sug- 
gests the conjecture $opet. 


р. 197. 


с 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
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EQ. "Opa à) кой ётісттђити ei Ovvarüv ойто ke- 


kryuévov uy) €xew, QAX ботєр єї Tis дрибаѕ aypias, 
"epus repàs 1] TL аАЛо, Onpevoas oikot karacKevaga- 
^ ` 
pevos Treptorepedva трёфо:. Tpómov u&v yàp čv Tro 5 
~ $.* » ^ | ч у v ^ ,F 
Twa Qaipev avrov avras del exe, Ore On KÉKTNTAL. 


ў yap; 
ӨЕАТ. Nai. 


20. Tpórov д у аллоу одеа» č ёе», adAa 


Ovvaguv pèv avrQ тєрї avtas rapayeyovévat, ёте) 

э , , , е , , , ^ 

év oikeip тєрЗоАф vmoxepious eromoaro, Aafeiv 

d кої oyxeiv, éredav BoUAgrau, Ónpevaauévo ти ay dc 
Xe, rat, Onpevoaper 7 


, 
EGEA, kai там» apiévar 


« , à ^ » ^ 
orocaxis av боку} avrQ. 


OEAI. 


"Eort: ravra. 


кої roro éfeivai Trotéiv, 


^ , 
ZO. Пал» 97, oap év rois mpoabev Knpwov ті 
> ^ ^ , , 5 v , 
év rais Vvxais karec kevá oue ойк ol® бт maya, 
vüv ad év кастр Хоҳӣ топсюнеу терістеребуй Twa. 
zavyroóamáv ёриіВ–у, Tas иЄ кат дуда; ойтас 


хөріѕ Tav &Adwy, tas бє кат dAlyas, évias 8€ novas зо 


dia тасфи бт) av туо reropévas. 


3. pi) ёҳе», aN) This opposi- 
tion between minute parts of a 
sentence is very characteristic 
of the Greek idiom. 

бетер] The apodosis ів to be 
sought in Пам» д) к.т. ^. 

16. кїршф» тї] * We established 
in the mind a sort of moulded 
fotm of wax.' 

19. ras pèv кат dyédas] The 
distinction indicated is proba- 
bly that between, 1. individuals 
in the aggregate (тоААа dópo:- 
cÜévra, p. 157.) ; 2. intermedi- 
ate abstractions, as the virtues, 


numbers, &c.; 3. the highest 
abstractions, as Being, Good- 
ness, resemblance, difference, 
&c. Little is thought, however, 
of any process of abstraction, as 
appears from the interchange of 
the terms pompeioy and Suvónua 
in what precedes. 

20. кат’ Муаѕ] е. g. The vir- 
tues, arts, &c. 

évíag 82 póvas ba racy] 
е. g. tiv ойсіау — тото yàp 
pora ёті mávrov mapéreras, 
p. 186. 


II. 8. Hy- 
pothesis of 
the cage full 
of birds. 


The mind is 
like a cage, 
10 empty at 
birth,which 
we fill by 
degrees 
with what 
we learn. 
Whatever 
knowledge 
then is 
caught by 
us, i8 
known во 
long as it 
remains in 
this cage. 
And yet 
before we 
have it in 
hand, there 
is a further 
chase re- 
quired. 
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OEAI. IlIerovja6c др. adda ті TovvreUOcv ; р. 197- 
ZO. Паб>» uév бутор, paver урт}, eva roUro ? 
TO ayyeiov Kevov, &vri дє trav OpviÜov Єлтїттнаў 
vonoa’ nv Ò àv éemurnuny krnoapevos KabeipEn eis 
s Tov mepiBoror, havar avrov pepabyrévat 7 [e0prkévaa 
то Tpaypa об Hv airy 1) Єтигттш, Kal то érioraoc Oat 
Toor’ elvai. 
OEAI. "Ecro. 
ZO. То тоу» тали ўи àv BovAnra Tav ётістт- р. 198. 
10 pôv Onpevew kal Aaffovra ioyew kai adds @фиёуо, 
ckóme. тіроу Setrat óvouárov, etre Tv avTOv ÖV TO 
MpOTov, OTE ékrüro, etre érépov. рабђсє д évreiOev 
To apply CaQésrepov тї Ayo. apiOpunrixny pev yap Aéyes 
this to the ; 
case of тє» ; 
nomber: as ӨЕАІ. Nai. 
EQ. 'Тайтт» 87) vroAafde Onpav émurrnpay apriov 
тє Kal тєрїттойў парто. 
OEAI. ‘Yro\auBdva. 
EO. Taury 95, olua, тӯ тур avtos тє vmoxa- 
зо plous Tas Єтисттђиаѕ Tov &р!бщфь êxe Kal @ААф. Ta- 
padidmow 0 mapadidovs. 
OEAI. Nai. 
ZO. Kai xadodpev ye wapadidovra pev didacxerv, 
napadapPBavovra dé pavOavew, éxovra. де дт TH ke- 
25 ктђабдо év TQ пєристерєдн: ékeivo Єтістасбои. 


OEAI. Паро uv ойу. 


2. фами xph, elva] Although of view, viz. where I am al- 
фами xp!) is introduced paren- ready standing. 


thetically, the sentence receives 19. vmoxepíovs] ‘ Under (in 
an indirect turn from it. the power of) his hand.’ But 
3. dyyeîov] * Receptacle.’ not necessarily mpoyeipous, ‘ in 


12. évreûdev] From this point hand.’ 


р. 198. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
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^ ` , ^ м, , ^ ^ 
ZQ. Te д) evreddev 7509 rpocoxes Tov роду. 
> ` , 3 
ар:Өитт:коѕ yap àv TeÀAéos GAAO Te TavTas apiðpoùs 
ётїттато4; mavtwv yap apiOuar «сіу ойтф év тї 


Yuy) erras. 
ӨЕАТ. Ti uv; 


3 e A ^ А 
ХО. °Н o?v о тоюўтоѕ apiOpot av тоте ті ў aù- 
^ * e N , ^ à y ^ м 24 w 
cròs mpos avTOv avrà 7 dAÀo Tı TOV ёо boa ёҳє 


apiOpor ; 
ӨЕАІ. [las уар ой; 


ZO. Tod дё apiOpev ye оюк aAAO rt Óraouev тоў 
скотєісбои тото Tis apOpos Tuyyave av. 


OEAI. Otros. 


^ м -P + 1 е 
ХО. ^O ара єтістатоі, скотоуџєџоѕ haivera ws 


, , , ^ е + ov , ^ , , 
ойк є1д0, Ov GuoAoyrkapev &ravra apOpov eiSévau. 
, + 
акойе уар Tov Tas тоаутаѕ aupisByrnoes. 


ӨЕАТ. "Еуоує. 


LQ. Ovxoüv ueis amewaQovres Tj) TOV Trepuare- 
d pôv кттутє тє кої Onpa €poüuev, бт. Sırr Hv т] Onpa, 


1. тф 8) évreifey] 8 85, the 
reading of the Bodl. and its two 
companions, has probably slip- 
ped in from £xovra 82 дп above. 

6. ij avrós mpós abróv айта] 
This is the reading of the MSS. 
with the exception of Vat. A., 
which omits афта: the reading 
éyrós is a conjecture of Corna- 
rius. The common reading is 
defensible. If avrà is omitted, 
the antithesis is imperfect ; and 
if grammatical symmetry were 
desired, it could be restored by 
substituting airé for айта. But 
there is no real flaw, for тг is 
cogn. accusative, and dpiuot r 
= cast up a sum. The second 
accusative in the plural of the 
things which constitute the sum 


is therefore perfectly admissi- 
ble; and it is also pointed, re- 
ferring 
above. Might he not cast up a 
sum, either of abstract numbers 
in his head, or of the things 
about him? 

Аз in the Parmenides, where 
unity is negatived, so here, 
where it has not been fully 
reached, the objects of Know- 
ledge (or rather Knowledges 
themselves) appear in loose 
bundles which fly as we ap- 
proach them. 

II. mócos tis dpiÜuós rvyxáve 
öv) ‘What such-and-such a sum 
amounts to.’ 

18. jv] The past tense implies 
* We found it to be—' 


Aa 


15 


to avrà mévre xai émrá ` 


The arith- 
metician 
has know- 
ledge of 
every num- 
ber in his 
mind. 


Yet in cal- 
culating he 
searches 
for what he 
knows, as 
it were put- 
ting his 
hand into 
the cage. 
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е ^ ` ^ a ^ Y » e ` 
n pêv Tpiv кєктђосдог той кєктђобаг veka’ ту дє Ke- p.198. 
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ГА 9X ge ^x , a а £A 
KTNPEV@ TOU лара» KOL €xeuv EV TALS XEPTW a пало 


> f y \ ^7 ۶ , ^ 3 ~^ 
EKÉKTNTO. ойто дє Kal dv Tahal EMLOTHpOL NTAV айтф 


0 , A» , ЕД , А M 0 , 
MGQCOVTL KAL NTLOTATO QUTA, TAAL єттї KATA AVIVE 


› ^ ^ , * , , e + 
5 таўта rara avaAaufavovra тту émiaTHnuny ékacTOU 


15 


Weshallsay 
then that 

it is impos- 
sible for 
him not to 
know what 
he knows, 
i. e. not to 


possess 
what he - 
possesses, 


у ^ > , M , , » , 
KAL LO XOVTQ, NV €KEKT?)TO pev пало, проҳєрор 8 OUK 


3 ^ , 
eiye TH Stavoia ; 


OEAL 'AAx6j. 


XQ. Тодто бз йрт: npdrwv, dws хр) rois dvo- е 
ıo дат! Xpojievov Aéyew тєрї avrQv, órav apiOunowv 
» e 5 ^ м ЕД , Н rd 
in û apOpnrixos 1] TL &àvayvecópevos 0 ypauparuos , 
е ЕД ^ у kad , r y 

ÒS ётістарєроѕ apa €v TQ TotoUTQ пали êpxerat pa- 


Oncopevos пар éavrod û ётістатои ; 
ӨЕАТ. 'AAX aromov, © Xóxpares. 


^ ^ 
EQ. ААХ à ойк ётістатш pev avrov avayvo- 


сєсдош kal &piuxaew, дедокдтєѕ айтф парта pev 
ypáupara, парта бе apOpov етїттас@ои ; 
OEAI. AAA& kai тойт’ аАоуоу. 


, 7 , ^ \ , 
ZO. BovAe« оду Aéycopev Ore тфу pev ovopaTrwv 


> \ e ^ , L4 A hd ^ , , 
зо odey uly рее, ON Tis агре: €Akov TO eria aaa. 


^ , , ` \ е , 4 , ^ 
` kai pavOave, eredn дё оритаџеба érepov uév т: то 


^ ` > , Y M ^ y à , 

кєктђа бог Thy Єтїттїнлу, €repov дє то ёҳєш, б uév 
` ~ , 3 

т< KékTnTat pù) кєктђадо: aðúvaróv þapev elvat, 

A ” 5 % а 

OTTE ovderore ovpBaiver 0 Tis olde ит €idevat, evdî? 


6. mpóxepoy 8] The way in 
which the language is humour- 
ed to meet each image is very 
noticeable. As we say, * at his 
fingers' ends." 

9. rovro] A sort of cogn. ac- 
cusative, ая ravra is very fre- 
quently used. ‘This was my 
drift in asking,’ &c. 

19. dore oddérore] ‘So that it 
results in no case that a man is 


ignorant of what he knows, but 
still that he may get hold of a 
wrong notion in regard to it ; 
for he may not have in hand 
the knowledge of the particular 
thing in question, but another 
instead, when in hunting up 
some particular knowledge 
from his stock (той ô xéernra) 
he gets hold of the wrong 
one by mistake as they flit 


OEAITHTO. 


, , * » ^ ^ ^ ^ 
р. 199. Mévrot доЁар oiov т’ elvai mepi aUroU Aafdeiv; uù) yap 


y M > , , qr , зер $3 
b хє тту єтісттти тоутоу OLOV TE, AAA érépav avr 


> , L4 , ` , , › ^ > , 
exeivns, отау Onpevwv Twa ат avro) emu Tyr ĝia- 


, > "er qc ' ` , е y 
Trerouévov avh érépas érépav &uaprov AaBy, ore apa 


\ = , s 3 ` a g ‚ , 
та evdexa Swdexa p0m civar, THY тои Evdexa Єтїттїї- 


» ^ ^ ~ , , ^ » e ^ Ф 
unv avri rs тди додєка AaBwv, THY év éavrQ oiov 


, ^ 
array avri repu repàs. 


across him: that is to say, 
when he thought eleven to be 
twelve, he got hold of the know- 
ledge of eleven instead of that 
of twelve,—in other words, the 
rock-pigeon that was caged 
within him instead of the dove.' 

I. uj] yàp ҳе») These words 
are put emphatically forward 
in antithesis to ш) ҝектӯсба. 
When hunting for some parti- 
cular knowledge amongst what 
he possesses and knows, he 
catches one for another as they 
fly about: e. g. the arithmeti- 
cian makes a mistake in regard 
to number when he seeks in 
the tribe of numbers for that 
which = 7 + 5, and takes hold 
of тт instead of 12. 

The germ of the present me- 
taphor appears in the Euthy- 
demus, pp. 290, 291. Onpevrixol 
yap єс: kai obra (oi Аоушттїко{) 
к.т.А. abroi yap (ol arparmyot) oix 
ётїттаута ҳрӯсдаи rovras å €67- 
pevoar, фттєр, оши, ої дртоуоб)- 
pat rois дртиуотрбфогѕ тараддбатш 
GN uev таро ує\оќо, do- 
тєр rà muia rà robs xopvdous 
бифкоута, dei Фбӧреда éxdorny ràv 
émormmpov avrixa AnyerOa al & 
del imeEépvyov. Compare also 
Arist. Met. І. 5. 1009 b. rd yàp 
Tû merdpeva Stoxew TÒ (ттеїў dy 
ein rj» аудеа. 

3. an’ афтоб] The difficulty of 





the sentence lies in these words. 
They probably refer to ô xéxrn- 
та—6 oide above. For it is dif- 
ficult to imagine that ат’ aùroù 
and тері atrod above do not re- 
fer to the same thing. If this 
be so, the meaning is, that he 
makes a mistake concerning 
some general subject, e. g. con- 
cerning number in general, 
when he takes one particular 
thing contained in it for an- 
other. rovrov therefore means, 
‘ of this particular thing, viz. 
which he is in search of. For 
a similar use of rovrov, without 
anything to which it immedi- 
ately refers, cf. supr. 180. xáv 
тойтоо (yrs Aóyov Aageiv, ri el- 
pnke. Тав. p. 202. тд» ш} duvd- 
pevov — dvemiT]pova elvas тєрї 
TOUTOV. 

4. бте dpa — hbn elvai, 
AaBóv) We pass from бта» to 
Gre dpa, because reference is 
now made to the actual case 
supposed. The participle Хаво» 
is epexegetic to the verb un- 
derstood in what precedes. He 
has hold of something else: 
that is, in the above case, tak- 
ing the knowledge of eleven 
for that of twelve. As if Zyew 
——olóv re were таҳ dv êxo. Or 
the nominative is due to a 
kind of attraction from the in- 
tervening clauses. 


Aa2 





wm 


but yet he 
may mis- 
take one 
thing that 
he knows 
for another 
that he 
knows, 
when, fail- 
ing in this 
after- 
search, he 
takes the 


wrong 
knowledge 
in hand. 


But, if it is 
Knowledge 
that he has 
in hand, 

how can he 
mistake it ? 
How can 

Knowledge 
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ПЛАТОМОХ 


ӨЕАІ. "Exe yap oiv Аоуоу. 

EQ. "Отау ё ye Hv érixeipet Aageiv Aa, avyev- 
дєѓу re kai ra бут: боёабе TOTE, kal ойто dy eivai 
GAnOn тє kai wevdn So€av, каї av év roig трбобє» с 


, , DE > ` , м 3 
s éÓva xepaivouev ovdev єртодои yiyverOa; tows оби 


no. cuudnoes. 3) TOS TOTES ; 


OEAI. Oros. 


EQ. Kai yap той pev à ría ravra uy) ётістасӣо 
атуЛАауреда` а yàp кєктпиєба pn KexTnoOa où- 


^ м , v C BRE а LÀ , 
10 дарод єт: avuatvet, ovre yyevaÓOeia( Tivos ойтє un. 


, , у 
Seworepov pévTor падоѕ Ado mapadQaíveaÜa( до 


Ooket. 
OEAI. To otov ; 


` 


EQ. Ei у ràv émw ryuóv peradAayn evdys ye- 


, Г , 
15 ијсєто! more Soka. 


ӨЕАІ. Hos дё]; 


р. 199. 


ZO. Прото èv тд Twos éxovra ётістити тойто d 


3 ` , ^ ` 3 , алла ^ * - ЕЈ 
аўто &yvoeiv, u?) dyvwpuocivy @АА@& TH éavroU émi- 
, . м 2 3 ^ , уе 
ori’ ётета érepov ad Toro доёаќєш, то Ò ётєро» 
be the oc- 20 тобто, TOS OU TOÀN] GAÀoyia, ётистђитѕ Tapayevo- 


8. érieravrat] So the Bodleian 
with all the other MSS. except 
pr. Ven. H. This is hardly suf- 
ficient authority for the change 
to éniorara. The transition 
from sing. to plur. is not more 
remarkable than that from the 
3rd pers. to the 1st. It may be 
accounted for by the fact that 
Socrates is speaking generally, 
and no longer with reference to 
the case supposed above. 

Ir. тарафаієсда) As it were, 
‘looking in at the window.’ 

17, ré twos) These words de- 
pend immediately on 8ewórepov, 
in common With ¢ 4 róv—438ó£a: 


but rûs où ro\} ddoyia has also 
reference to them. 

18. dyvopgocivy] Used here in 
its most literal sense, ‘from be- 
ing unacquainted. 

тр éavro) émornuy) Viz. which 
he possesses, б т: 8) êxe re xal 
xéexryra, referring to €xovra. 

20. màs ob то\\) dXoyía x. r..] 
The clause which follows is a 
more particular statement or 
explanation of that which pre- 
cedes. Compare the structure 
of Rep. p. 445. tis 0€ abro rov- 
rov Ф (àpev фусєоѕ raparropéms 
kai Suapdetpopéms Biwrdv dpa ёст, 
ау тёр tis то] ô dv BovdnOy Dro 
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, ^ \ ` ` , › ^ ` 
p.199. perns укиш pev тт» Wrvynv итде, ayvonoa дє 
, > ^ , ^ , , eat ^ 
тарта; єк yàp rovrov TOU Aoyou к@Айе: орде Kal 
^ ^ , 
dyvouav Trapayevouévrv yvavat Te попаои kai тофло- 
a , ^ , 
Tyra iÓetv, єтєр кой emioTnun ayvonoai more Twa 
топјсєі. 5 
» , 3 ^ ` 
е EAI. "Icos yap, © Zokpares, ov Karas Tas 
Opvibas érí8euev ётістђшаѕ povov tibévres, Eder дє 
«al averiotnuocuvas TiWévat орой cuvStareropévas 
^ ^ ^ ^ , 
év TH фохӯ, Kal rov Onpevovra Tore uév Єттї» 


^ , \ 8 > , ^ 0» ^ , 
auBavovTa, TOTE QVETLOTHMOOVUVHY TOU QGUTOU TEPL 10 


Yevu? uev Sokaew тӯ dvertoTnuocivy, adnOn де TH 
Єттї]. 
EQ. Où раф» ye, © Oeairnre, p) ératvelv ac. 
0 pévro cies, müÀw émiakeyyau. oro иЄ» yàp as 
р. 200. Аеуєє` 6 бє Ô) Tyv dvertoTmpocivny AaBàv evd is 
ие, bys, добасе. тууар; 
OEAI. Nai. 
EQ. Ov dy mov kal yyjnoerai ye ev доёаќеш. 
OEAI. Hos yap; 
ZO. AAA аА ye, kal ads cidws Staxeioeras тєрї зо 
àv epevorat. 
ӨЕАІ. Ti uv; 
EQ. ’Emornuny apa oijsero: TeÜnpevkos éyew, 
GAN ойк averia yog Uvmv. 
OEAI. Ало». 25 
УО. Оркоўу paxpay тєрєАӨбөтє< maw Єтї тт» 
mpórmv rapecpev аторіау. б yap €Aeykriküg. ékeivos 
b yeàdoas phoe Iorepov, à BéArirot, auporépas 


mÀj» тобто ómóÜev kakías pêv kal тб» aùròv pepéueda Aóyov, à IIpó- 
dêıkias дтаћауђсєта x. т. À. Tapxe. 

26. éml тї» трФтт» mapecpev 27. ó—éAeykrixós éxeivos] Supr. 
dropiav] Cf. Phil. 13. там» eis pp. 166. 197. 


casion of 
error? 


Perhaps 
there were 
ignorances 
flying 
about 
amongst 
the know- 
ledges, and 
he has 
taken one 
of them. 


But if he 
has the ig- 
norance tn 
hand, how 
can he mis- 


take it for 
knowledge? 
After tak- 
ing a long 
circuit, we 
are again 
at fault. 
Unless we 
have re- 
course to 
the image 
of another 
cage or 
waxen 
block, con- 
taining the 
Know- 
ledges of 
the know- 
ledges and 
ignorances, 
and go on 
thus 
to infinity, 


The truth 

is, we have 
no right to 
be search- 

ing for false 
opinion un- 
til we have 
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TIS ELOS, EmLoTHUNY тє kai àvemwT0uogUvQv, ijv p. 200. 
5 e ^ > NX v , 5 e 5 ^ э 
older, érépav айттуу оїєта! та €ivat Gv oidev; ?) où- 
^ 5 e 
Serépav avrow eiÓcs, Tv pn olde, Oofa(« érépav av 
> kj * ` ` эе / M » у ^ 5 ^ ` 
ойк оідєи; 7) THY pev єїдө, THY д ой, HY о!дєр, HY ил 
5 $^ . 8 a з © a à , s 
soidev ; 7) NY ил] oidev, HY oidev 1yyeirat ; 7) TAAL ad 
pot Єрєїтє OTL TOY Єпитттиди kai aveTIaTHMOTUVaY 
^ ^ e 
єїтї al єттї, as 0 kekrnpuévos Èv érépoıs тигі 
ye^oto,e reptoTepedctv 3) Kynpivois Ada act кабєір- 
Eas, EOS тєр àv KexTHTal, émíararat, Kal éàv uy) про- с 
, v › ^ ^ ^ v ^ ЕД , 
10 Xelpous exp év TH Pux; kai ойто д) avayxacOn- 
cegÓÜe eig TavTov Tepurpéyew цирак ovdey mÀéov 
rotolvres ; Ti mpos raUra, à Qeairnre, amoxpwov- 
pueda ; 
3 > 
OEAI. AAAà ра Aia, © Xokpares, ёуюує ойк 
15 êxo TL xp) Aéyew. 
3 ^ 5 ^ ^ 
ZO. Ар оў» тушь, © Tai, каА®ѕ ó Aoyos èri- 
mAnrret, Kal évüelkvvrat bre ойк opOas pev otav 
mporépay бўтобдє» emiotnuns, ékeivyv à évres ; Tù 
$ €or advvaroy yrdva, трі» av tis émotnpnyd 
зо ikavGs Аат ті тот éariv. 
3 ^ 
OEAI. 'Avayky, à Xoókpares, єў TQ mapovri ws 
Aéyews | oteo Oa. 
EQ. Ti ойу ris épet пали є apyns mothan ; 
ov yap тоо &тєродиёу yé тө. 
8. yehoiots mepwrrepeóciww] It particular passages from which 
would be rash to infer from they are drawn. 
this that the image is not _ 16. ó Aóyos) Either this parti- 
Plato's own. Is Socrates never cular argument, or rather the 


made to accuse himself of ab- discussion in the form of an 
surdity? Rep. 354. o? péro imaginary disputant. 


kaAás ye єістіара дг épavróv GAN’ 18. rò 8ê] Se. pevdns ófa ri 
ob ёа cé. Prot. 340. epi т тот éoriv. 
yedoios larpós. 24. уар mov is said to be the 


The value of such inferences reading of Ven. IL, and is pro- 
must depend on the tone of the bably right. (Cett. mw.) 


р. 200. 


е 


р. 201. 
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OEAI. "Hxtcra, édurep p) ov ye amayopevons. 


ХО. Лее by, ri av adro ANOTA eiróvres KLOT 


^ е , ^ » - 
av тшу avrois evavTimbeiper ; 


ӨЕАІ. "Олєр éreyeipoüuev, © Zópares, єў TQ 


просдє” ov yap êxo čywye aAAO ovOév. 


EQ. To otov; 


ӨЕАІ. Tv 40) добар ётістђити «уш. ava- 
рартттоу yé той ёст: то до$абе» adnOn, kal та im 
avTOU yryvoueva тарта каћа Kal ауада yiyverat. 


ХО. ‘O тб» rorapov koÜ5yo/pevos, à Өєаіттте, 


én apa deiEew афто’ каї тото éàv iovres epevvaper, 
таҳ àv éumó0t0v yevópevov ard dyvee то Cyrovpe- 
vov, uévovat 07) SnAov ovd€ev. 

OEAI. 'Opüós Aéyes: GAA’ lwpév ye kai oko- 


T LEV. 


ZO. Ovxobv тото ye Bpaxeías oxepews’ теит 
yap cot А onpaiver и) civar ётигтђити avro. 


I. dmayopevops] Vat. Coisl. 
Zitt. The Bodl. has drayopevys 
with an erasure. 

8. kù rà bm’ афто? yryvópeva 
тарта) True opinion guides to 
right action, but it is a blind 
guide. 

10. ó róv потарӧу) The man 
who had to show where the 
river was fordable is reported 
to have said, Go on, and you 
will find. For the expressions 
айтӧ деіёе, таҳ dv abró vee, 
cf. Phileb. 20. проду $ ёт: саф- 
éorepov дее. Protag. 324. айтб 
oe 8:8аёе. Cratyl. 403. roVró ye 
Odiyou aùrò Aéyec Gre ттуйз буона 
émixexpuupevoy érti. Hipp. Maj. 
288, el 8 emyeipnoas fora kara- 
'yé\acros, avró beige. The Scho- 
liast says: Acigew айтб. ёті rûv 
ёк meipas yryvwoxopévey, Karidy- 


Tov уар Triwov eis morapóv mpós TÒ 
б.атерйта. ўрєтб rig Tov mporryoo- 
pevov el Babos exe rò дор. ó Be 
pn, aùrò Beiter, 

The explanation is probable, 
though the authority is uncer- 
tain. 

See above, sAeíe dei émippé- 
ovra—Trüv ёё dpxîs Aóyov; and 
compare Rep. 454. dáv ré ris eis 
коћор8 дра» pixpàv éumégy edv тє 
els tò péywrov méhayos pégov, 
биш ye vei ovdev ўттор. 

12. éumdd:ov yevdpevov] Those 
fording the river were feeling 
the bottom with their feet. 
Compare the way in which 
Justice ‘turns up’ in the Re- 
publie, 433. Паш, & paxapie, 
aiverae mpd тодо» Tiv rvw- 
Sovpevor. 


5 


o 


found 
Know- 
ledge. And, 
though we 
can at- 
tempt no- 
thing bet- 
ter than 
our last an- 
swer, per- 
haps if we 
return and 
examine it, 
the object 
of our 
search may 
show itself, 


A brief ex- 
amination 
is suffi- 
cient here. 


The rheto- 
тїс of the 
law-courts 
proves that 
true opin- 
ion is not 
knowledge. 


For in cases 
where the 
evidence of 
the senses 
is alone 
sufficient, 
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ПЛАТОМОХ 


OEAL Ids 0); каї ris айт; 
УО. ‘H тоу ueyiorov eis codiav, oùs bn Kadovar 
pey 7 
er z ` , Ф z ae ^ 
р]тораѕ re kai Sixavixovs. ойто yap тою TH €avrGv 


^ , 
Téxvy TeiDovaww ov д:даскортє, adda доЁабер mor- 
^ ^ ^ t d a * м , LÀ 
s oüvres a av [JovAovrau. 7 со ole Óeiwovsg Twas ойто 


p.201. 


diWacKkadrovs eiva, Dore ois uy zapeyévovró тшє$Ъ 
, , P y y , 

amoarepoupevais xpnuara 1 Te aAAo BiaCouevors, 
, , ^ Ca ^ , e = 

rovro; SUvacdat mpos wp сшкроу didaka ixavas 
^ ` 

TOV yevopuévov THY abea ; 


2. ў rûv рєуістоу eis софіах) 
The irony is almost as transpa- 
rent as in Polit. 266. yév« ro 
тфу дутор yevvaworárg kai Gua eù- 
xepeoráro. Cf. Pheedr. 260 sqq. 
Gorg. 462. alib. peyisrov is 
masc. antec, to obs. (7 om. 
Bodl. Vat. A. Ven. IL) 

8. mpós wp cyuxpóv] катєтєі- 
yet yap vdep péov, Supr. p. 172. 


Failing to conceive of false 
opinion, we return to examine 
the theory of Knowledge that 
it is true opinion. We have 
not to search far; for in the 
familiar case of judicial evi- 
dence, a true opinion may be 
formed by the judges without 
the possibility of Knowledge ; 
since in questions of fact no- 
thing short of personal obser- 
vation ensures certainty. The 
definition ‘ Knowledge is true 
opinion, is therefore inade- 
quate. : 

The question returns, Are the 
above conceptions and images 
Plato's own, or is he repeating 
in them some contemporary 
theory? The comparison of 
other dialogues and the close 
examination of the passage it- 
self tend to the conclusion that 


although they may have been 
suggested to him from without, 
they may be fairly regarded as 
his own creation. See especially 
the passage of the Philebus, in 
which, after certain men have 
been brought forward as 
*soothsayers' or * allies, there 
follows the analysis of the plea- 
sure derived from Comedy, 
which is one of the most origi- 
nal and * modern' passages in 
Plato. The image of the * im- 
pressions' on the wax has not 
only been revived in specula- 
tion, but perpetuated in com- 
mon language. And to that of 
the aviary has probably been 
less fortunate only from its 

eater boldness and subtilty. 

In what follows the Bodleian 
MS. gives rovros with Vat. A. 
Ven. П. This is better than 
rovrovs, Which can be defended 
only by supposing the plaintiff 
to plead his own cause. Trans. 
* Or do you suppose there are 
such clever teachers in the 
world, as to be able to convey 
to others the reality of what 
happened to men, of whose be- 
ing robbed or otherwise as- 
saulted the hearers were not 
eyewitnesses ? 


р. 201. 
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OEAI. Oóauós ёуоує olua, аАА& meira цёр. 
ZO. To песо $ ойу! Sokaoa Aéyes пото ; 


ӨЕАІ. Tí uv; 


УО. Olkolv brav Sixaiws песӨдо: дікастої 


, ^ , 
epi av idovre povov ёстіх єідёрш, aAdrAws Se py, 
^ ^ ^ + ГА 
таўта Tore ék axons Kpivovtes, aAnOn доёау AaBov- 

, м 
Tes, avev ётісттђил ёкршау, opa песдёртєѕ, єтєр 


3 , 
єй є01кастау ; 


OEAI. IlIavr&zac: pèv otv. 


ZO. Орк dv, ё Hire, d ye ravrüv ту Sofa тє 
aAnOns tka бкасттрис Kal ётитттит, 0рба mor àv 


3. тетш рё) The implied 
antithesis is &ddéa Š of. Cf. 
Rep. 475. O$8após, eimov, AAN 
ónolovs pêv фосбфоѕ. Той; $ 
dÀnÓwo)s, jm», rivas eyes ; 
Soph. 240. Oddauûs diyÓwóv ye, 
AN douds рё. 

13. xal дікастрна] Several 
MSS. read дкастђроу. These 
words have been rejected by 
the critics, except Buttmann, 
who conjectured xal Sacris, 
very aptly for the sense, if the 
word can be made to signify 
* worthy of a good judge.’ See 
the words eimep eù @8ixacay—— 
ópÓá ror dv Bixacrhs üxpos ё86- 
gafev. It is in Plato’s manner 
thus ostensibly to restrict him- 
self to the case in point. Cf. 


р. 152. čv re Oeppois kai maar rois 


Towvras. р. 204. ѓу ye rois doa 
Фё арро doriw. 


Possibly xai Suxacro ёо 
may be the true reading. Cf. 
Apol. 18. 8iacro yap айту рет. 
And see Phileb. 13., where the 
Bodl. has mepópeða for терасб- 
peda. Ib. 36, where парафро- 
civas in the same MS. is a 
correction for mdcas dppoci- 


vus, Which the first hand 
wrote. But it is after all 
conceivable that д:кастурѓіа may 
be the feminine of an adj. 
not found elsewhere, except 
in the neuter substantive ĉıxa- 
отїроу. 


To resume the argument 
from p. 195. 

Viewing the mind as a recep- 
tacle of impressions (or ideas), 
we said that to think falsely 
was to fail in identifying pre- 
sent impressions with the ideas 
already existing in the mind. 
And thus it seemed impossible 
to be mistaken about these 
ideas themselves apart from 
impressions from without. But 
in fact we do mistake in things 
independent of sensation. E.g. 
an arithmetician who possesses 
the knowledge both of 11 and 
12, will sometimes say that the 
sum of 7 and 5 is 11. We re- 
sort therefore to a less simple 
conception of knowing, and to 
а more complex image. To 
know is to possess knowledge. 
We may possess it without 


Bb 


judges, 
then, in 
such a case 
have true 
opinion 
without 
knowledge. 


ITI. These- 


tetus now 
remembers 
to have 
heard that 
true opin- 
ion, unless 
accompa- 
nied with 
an account 
of its ob- 
ject, is not 


knowledge. 


Socrates 
identifies 


tn 
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dixaorns axpos ёдоЁаќєу avev Єттї” viv д6 éowev p.201. 


, 3 
GAÀo TL ékarepov eivat. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 
` 


ӨЕАТ. "О ye yó, à Swxpares, єїтбуто$ Tov 


axovoas émeheAnopny, viv & ёо. ёфт 8 тт» pev 
perà Aóyov аАт@ доЁау émiorýunv eivai Tv 8 
adoyov ékrüs emuoTnuns’ kai av pêv pn єттї Aóyos, 


> » A 5 е ^ ES , ^ " у 
OUK €TLOTHTA EVAL, OUTWOL KAL ovopatwv, a 8 €xet, 


єтісттта. 
ZO. °H Karas Aéyas. 


having it in hand. We there- 
fore image to ourselves false 
opinion thus. We have caught, 
as it were, (in learning) various 
species of knowledge, some gre- 
garious, some noble and soli- 
tary, (i.e. abstract), and have 
caged them in the mind, like 
birds. We try to take in hand 
one of these birds which we 
possess, and as they flutter 
about, we take hold of another 
instead of it. But then, if we 
have this one in hand, how can 
we mistake it for the other? 
How can Knowledge be the 
means of error? Perhaps (The- 
ætetus suggests) there were ig- 
norances flying about amongst 
the knowledges, and we have 
taken one of them. But if 
I have an Ignorance in hand, 
how can I take it for a 
Knowledge! Must we imagine 
another cage or waxen block 
to contain the Knowledge of 
the knowledges and ignor- 
ances? This would be endless. 


4. THY pêv perà Adyou dAnO7 86- 
gav] Cf. Meno, p. 97, 98. xai yàp 
ai dd6fai ai ddnOeis, бто> pêv xpó- 
vov mapauévoci, kaAóv TÒ урна, 
xai тарта тїуаба ёруйбета. oXov 


^ ^ ` J ^ ^ 
та 0€ 87 єтїттїүт& тайт: 


8ê xpóvov ойк é8éXovat mapapeverr, 
dÀÀà Sparerevovow ёк ras Wrvxns 
ToU дубрфтоо, Sore ov moddov 
d£ elow, fos йу tis abras дот 
alrias Aoywpdj.—émebày дё e- 
Óàci mpérov pêv ётотђши yi- 
yvovrai, ётета pónpo ral ба 
taŭra 8) тцифтеро» ётиттђыл óp- 
Gis 86 пе ёст, каї афере Secu 
ётотђыт opôs êéfns. See the 
whole passage. Polit. p. 309. 
Ty — dvras obcay d\n; Oófav 
perà BeBadoews. Symp. 202. 
ў ойк noOnoa бт: ёсті тї peragd 
софіаѕ xai duabias ; ri rovro; TÒ 
ёрба Bofá(ew xal dvev той éyew 
№уо» odvar oix olof, ёфт, дт 
or’ ёт(ттатбаї ёсто” Goyov yàp 
mpaypa rûs àv ei ёлїттїш; ore 
арабіа` rd yàp тоў Óvros rvyxávov 
mas dy ein арабіа; ёст: 8 д) mov 
тогото» ў dpB) Méo, ратар фр. 
moews kal duablas. Rep. 506. ойк 
jonoa ras dvev émiormpns Sofas, 
és тасш aloypai; Sv al BeAricra 
тофћа ў 8oxotci coi rt ruprav 
Siadépew 68» ópBàs mopevouévav 
oi dvev vod drnbés re Oo£á(ovres ; 

4. obrwot xai óvopá(ov] i. e. 
using this strange term ёлитттт@. 
infr. rà 2 $} ёлиттттй ravra. 
émornrés, like аісётт)е and mor- 
tns, was а novel word, formed 
on the analogy of aic@nrds. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 


Kayo aknkoapev. 
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^ ^ ^ , , , у ^ , ^ , 
p.201.kai pn тї бїйрє, Aéye, ei dpa кота TAUTA со тє 


OEAI. АА ойк оїда ei eEevpnow’ Aéyovros uév- 
Tay érépov, às éydpa, акоАо»@тутац. 


ZO. "Akove 57 буар avri dveiparos. ёуф yap a 


, , ^ ^ ^ ^ e ^ 
e ёдокоуу акоує тиди OTL Ta èv pira oiovrmepei 
^ Ф е ^ ГА 3 
orotxeia, ё dv veis re avyke(ueÜa кой талла, 
, > v ®_ ^ ЕД e N Y > 
Aóyov ovK êxo. avro yap Kab’ аўто ExacTov Ovo- 
, , м ^ 358 м , 
paca. povov ein, просєлгєі Se ovdev &ААо duvarov 
¥ е y у, е , y . Y ` a , , + 
olf as єттї, 006 ws ovk ёсти” %0 yap àv ovaíav 7) 


р. 202. ш) oc íav айтф mpooriderOar, Sei[v] дё ovdév Tpos- 


, Ед э У 0») ~ , э ^ , ` 0١ ` 
фёрєш, e'rep avrà ékeivo povor Tis Єрєї. ётєї ode то 
| X 0 ` > ^ 01 bi Y 2AA ` / 
aro ovde TO ékeivo 0006 то ёкостоу ovde TO шоро 
\ ^ / 4 ^ ^ 
ойде TovTo просогстєох, old’ adAa тоАА& rotaira. 


1, el dpa ката тайтй ov re Kaye 
dxnxdapev] Had they both heard 
from the same source? Or is 
Plato here, as in the beginning 
of the dialogue, weaving toge- 
ther two distinct theories ? See 
Introduction. Я 

5. буар] Cf. Phileb. 20. Adyov 
тотё riwov таа. dxovcas буар ђ 
kal éypryopós viv évvoS —. Phied. 
бт. "AAG ил» кауф e£ dxons тєрї 
abrür Aéyo. 

6. ibixoww dxovew] ‘I heard 
in my dream.’ 

olovrepeéi oroxeia] The meta- 
phorisnotlost sight of. Infr.203. 
rû rûv урариіт–у стой Te kai 
cvAAaflás. f) ote: AAocé rot ЗАётоута 
ravra єйтєїў тб» elmóvra å Aéyopev. 

9. mpocereiv 8 ovdev ANo ду- 
varóv] ‘But it is impossible to 
go on to predicate any thing of 
it (the element), either affirma- 
tively or negatively. For in so 
doing there is added the idea 
of existence or non-existence : 
but nothing must be added, 


seeing that you can only speak 
of the element by itself.’ 

14. о08ё rovro] This has given 
needless trouble. ^ Heindorf 
thought the article was re- 
quired as with the other words, 
and inserted it. Buttmann ob- 
jected to ro)ro being so far se- 
parated from éxeivo, and ingeni- 
ously conjectured офдё rà ré. 
Both objections are obviated 
by observing that aùrò, éxeiv, 
ёкастоу, uóvov, occur in the pre- 
ceding lines. For this reason 
they are put first, and with the 
article, and oùĉè тойто—оф$' Aa 
то\Ай ттшайта is added after- 
wards. Cf. supr. p. 157. Tê Û 
elva ravraxédey é£aiperéov 
où Oc — oUre Tı vyxopeiv ойте 
tou or’ ёроб ore тббє ofr’ exeivo 
ore Ado оїдёу буора 6 т: йу iori. 
Accordingly in the reference to 
this passage, p. 205, (which 
Buttmann must have over- 
looked) the article is intro- 
duced,—obde тд rovro. 


Bb2 





the saying 
thusquoted 
with what 
he himself 
has heard 
from cer- 
tain “as in 
a dream ;” 
viz. that 
the ele- 
ments of all 


‚ things can- 


not be ex- 
pressed in 
a proposi- 
tion, but 
can only 
be named. 
You can- 
not give 
them any 
attribute, 
since 
even such 
common 
prædicables 


as “ this” 
and “that” 
are separa- 
ble from 
the things 
to which 
they are 
applied. 
As the ele- 
menta are 
combined 
in Nature, 
so defini- 
tion is a 
combina- 
tion of 
names. 
That which 
is named is 
the object 
of Sensa- 
tion ; the 
combina- 
tion of 
these ele- 
ments is 
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Taira pêv yàp Teptrpéyovra 7ügi mpoodeper бои, p. 202. 
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y y > у `> Ф , ^ ' ow 3 
єтєра дут ékeivov ois простібєтои, Sev дё, єїтєр Hv 


` » х , ^ 53 $^ е ^ , 
Ovvarov avro A€yer Oat Kai eixev oikeiov avroU Aoyov, 


avev TOv GAAwv amravrov AéyeaÜat.. vv ё advvarov 


5 t ^ ^ , е ^ , p ` 3 
5 elvat отоду TOV прото» pura, Ay" ov yap eivai b 


avrQ QAX’ 1 dvopaterOar uóvov: Ovoua yap идрои 


у ` \ 3 , M + q , ^ 
êxe’ та дє єк тоутои 107) cvykelueva, WOTTEP avra 


7 б ^ \ > / э ^ , 
WETAEKTAL, ойто Kai та оуората avrQv gvuAakevra 


Aóyov yeyovévov  óvouárov yap acvumAok)v eivai 


, ЕД , е ^ ` \ ^ y ^ 
10 Aoyov ovsiav. ойто dn та pev oTotxeia aAoya кой 


Фууюста eiva, aigOnra 86 ras ё ovàdaßas yvo- 
cTás тє kal pyras kai anle? доёр Oofaarás. ӧтау 
pêv оди avev Aóyov тт» GAn0 Soéay twos Tis Aafy, 
adnOevew pev avrod тту Yrvynv тєрї avro, yryvo- 


I. mepirpéxovra тат: mpoodé- 
ресда] Cf. supr. 198. evias 8è 
póvas дй marv бпр йу rixoct 
merouévas, Rep. 402. rà orotxeia 
— êy üáraci—Tepifepópeva, 

2. rep ў» Üvraróv aird Mye- 
тба] avrà is not emphatic. ‘If 
it could be spoken of,’ Aéyerĝas 
is the emphatic word. 

7. ðn] i. e. ‘When we come 
to them. 

9. dvopdrav yàp cvpmdoxiy elvat 
Aéyov oùolav) Cf. Sophist. 262, 
where it is described more ac- 
curately as evurAéxov rà phpara 
rois óvópgacw. See the whole 
passage. 

А passage of Aristot. Metaph. 
H. 3. is closely parallel to this. 
He has just shown that sensible 
reality (alc@ym) obeía) consists 
of matter or potentiality (2А), 
8vvayis), and form or actuality, 
(норфл. évépyea). ore ў dropia 
fv of "А»тіт ббро. каї of ойто 
araidevtor түтброур, xe Twa Kat- 


рб», бт: ойк ёст: тд ті dor dpi- 
сасба (róv yàp ёро» Aóyov elvat 
paxpóv) 4АХАй то» рё» ті ёст 
ёљдёҳєта каї Sêda, стер dpyv- 
ро» ri pêv сти, ой, бт: & olov 
karrírepos. Sor ovoias ёст: pèv 
Js évdexerar elvar броу каї Aóyov, 
olov ris cvvÜérov, éáv тє аїтбтї 
édy тє vonr) j‘ 6 bv Û айтп mpo- 
тшу ойк fgTiv, cimep Te катӣ Tivos 
onpaiver 6 Adyos ó ópurrwós, kal 
ёє rò pêv стер Ай» elvan тб Be 
és popijv. See Introduction. 

Locke's * simple ideas' are not 
very different from the meaning 
of crotyeiov here. 

12. каї jnrds] There is possibly 
an allusion to the mathematical 
use of the word. Cf. Rep. 546. 
тарта троттуора xal рута mpós 
Ana dméjmvav. But the im- 
mediate reference is to рлбўии 
Adyw, ‘Capable of expression.’ 

14. dAnbeverr—rept aùré] * 15 
exercised truly with regard to 
it.” 


OEAITHTO?. 
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^ , ^ 
P.202. скєу Ò oU: тоу yàp pn Óvvapevov дойра! тє ka 


, , , , 3 ^ , А 
Sékacdar М№0уоу àvemiwT)uova elvat тєрї rovrov 


, ^ , 
mpoodaBovra бє Aoyov Óvvarov тє тафта парта 


` , у 
yeyovéva kai TedElws mpos em Ty)umv exe. 


Otros 


^ ^ , , ^ м ЕД , 
со TO EVUTVLOV 1) GÀÀcs aknkoas ; 


OEAI. Oébro pev oiv zavr&racuw. 


ZO. Apéoxe оду ce kai rideoa Tarn, Oofav 


adnOn perà Aóyov єлтїтттүлүу eivai ; 


OEAI. Кошдӯ pev ойу. 


EQ. "Ар, © Oeairnre, viv ойто тӯдє TH иёра 
eAqpapev û mada Kai тоААої Tav copay бутойуте< 


е ^ , 
"piv e0peiv катєупрасау ; 


OEAIL. 'Еџої уой» Soke, à Zoókpares, ка\Фу Aé- 


yea Oa; то viv рт@ё›. 


ZO. Kai єікоѕ ye avro roUro ойто €xew Tis yap 
à ^» , , у ` ^ , A5 ^ 
ay kai єт: Єтигттит €i) xwpis той Лоуоо тє kat opÜrjs 
, , ^ е 
Sons; tv pévror тї дє TOY рпбєутои атарёске. 


2. тєрї тобто) Sc. ob à» pi 
úrnrar дойки Adyov. 

3. dvvardv—raira navra] Se. 
Sobva: тє kai дёасди Aóyov. It 
is a curious form to use in re- 
ferring to such a simple thing. 
Possibly yeyvóekew and diee 
are included. 

Contrast with this Arist. 
Phys. Ausc. I. r. (who points 
out that the elements, or simple 
ideas, are known not, by sensa- 
tion, but by analysis ; and that 
definition distinguishes, while 
the name signifies an undivided 
whole.) 

"Ест: 8 piv rò rpûroy Ma 
xdi cad] Ta cvykexvuéva. рало» 
torepov дё ёк rovrov yiverar yvó- 
pipa rà orotxeîa kai ai dpyai, Stat 
poùr raUra.———TÀ yàp hov xarà 
т» atcOnaty, yvopiporepov. To 8c 





kaÜóXov, ov тї ёст:. ПоААй yap 
mepilauBávec ds pép Td kaÜóAov. 
TiérovOe 8€ raùrò rovro трбто» 
twa kai тй òvópara трд тд» Aóyov. 
"Оло» ydp т. kai advopicrws атша! - 
vet, otov б kükAos* ó 8€ бритрфу aù- 
ToU бишре@ els тй каб ёкатта. 

IO. viv ойто] i. e. ‘Ina casual 
conversation.’ 

11. xai] Is to be taken with 
the whole clause as if it were 
ô xai—. For instances of this 
hyperbaton, see Ellendt. Lex. 
sub voce xai, C. 4. 

15. abró rovro] The definition 
itself, whatever may be said of 
the theory that has been put 
forward. Heindorf's conjecture, 
eixds y ай roro, would give a 
different turn to the sense. * It 
is natural to suppose that we 
have said well.’ 


alone the 
object of 
Know- 
ledge. For 
that im- 
pression 
deserves 
not to be 

5 called 
knowledge, 
which can- 
not be ex- 
pressed in a 
proposition. 
Knowledge 
then is true 
opinion 

то giving an 
account of 
itself. This 
is our third 
answer. 


Can we 
prove it 
true? 

15 1, The an- 
swer may 
be a true 
one, and 
yet the 
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theory оп ӨЕАІ. То тоо» dn ; p. 202. 
эм ХО. *O кої oke? Аёуєа Вол корфудтата` ws та 
unsound. pêv стоейа &yvocTa, то è Tav суААХаВ&» yévos 
fore is exa- yvocTov. 9 
mined first А ES 
з OEAL Ovxotv opdas ; 
EQ. 'loréov 67° dorep yàp Ouxpovs €xouev ToU 
Aóyov rà парадєіуџота, ois ypøpevos eire парта 
тайта. 
ӨЕАІ. Tota ду. 
с EQ. Ta rûv ypapparov orotyeia тє кої ovA- 
AaBas. 7) ole @ААосё mot BAérovra rara єїтєї TOv 
єїтбөт@ @ Aéyopev ; 
OEAI. Ox, «AX eis rabra. 
creta EQ. Bacav(ouev 8) айта avadapBavovres, и@А- p. 203. 


t a > , СА a > a 7 
Nghe in 15 Aov Se Nuas avrovs, ойто 7 ойу ойтоѕ урациата 


saying the éuadouev. ферє mparov" ар ai uev avAAafdai Aoyov 


element Ы AX "aM" 
cannot; be €xovGt, та де стоҳєіа аЛоуа ; 


defined. 
OEAI. “Icos. 
EQ. Па» uév oiv kai éuol haiverat. Zokparovs 
зо yoUv €t Tis €potro. THY птрӧтпи соАЛа8ђи о0тосі, Q 
Өєоітттє, Aéye тї етт. со, Ti &mrokpwel ; 
OEAI. "Or: otypa кої @. 
LQ. Oùkoûv roUrov exes Aoyov THs с›ААа8д ; 


2. A€yer Ou корурбтата] ‘To be rats rûv cu\\a8ûv ixavas диисда- 
the cream of the whole theory.’ ovra: perariÜéueva 8 «is rûs 
6. Somep—édynpovs] So that if rûv mpayuárov paxpàs каї pù pq- 
we put them to the torture, we 8ias evAAaBás rabrà rara там» 
shall bring him (róv Абуоу) to — dyvoei. 
terms. - ete] Se. the person from 
7. rà mapabetyuara] Cf. Polit. whom Socrates and Theretetus 
277, 278, where the same exam- heard the theory ‘in a dream.’ 
ple, that of letters, is introduced Cf. supr. Өєа. eimóvros rov акоў- 
to illustrate the nature of Ex- та. 
ample—Or rà» отоҳєіор ёка- 14. p@dAov дё pâs abroós] This 
стор év rais Bpaxvrdrais xai pág- is done presently, p. 206. 





ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 


OEAI. “Еуоує. 
ХО. "I6. ёт}, ores єітё кай Tov тод сїуџа Aóyov. 
OEAI. Kai rûs той отогуєіоо tis Єрєї стогҳєіа ; 
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р. 203. 
b 


IA ^ 4 " , ^ ^ эру 
каї уар 07, © Zokpares, TO тє Tiypa тди афоруои 
, , , , * , ^ , 
єстї, Wopos Tis povov, otov avpirrova s TNS yAor- 

Р ^ $ ^ ` , ar ^ 
тт" ToU Ф a) Вђта ore форт ore Wodos, ovde тфу 

, / [4 , gM \ , 
пАєстоу OTOLXElwY. Dore паро єй €xet то A€yeTOaL 


tn 


> \ и e wo’ , » х x ¢ ` 
аута adoya, Qv ye Ta evapyéoTara аута Ta єпта 


` , v , ^ sw е ^ 
фоти povov €xet, Aoyov дё ovÓ. óvrwobv. 


ge ^ 
EQ. Tovri дё» ара, à éraipe, каторбфкарєу тері 


erro). 
OEAI. Фороџеба. 


EQ. Ti 8ê 05; то ил) yvoaóv eivai TO aTotxeiov, 


5 


2. But is it 
GAAa THY GvAAGBHY, ap opOas атобебегу дебе. ; —, 
ӨЕАТ. Eixos ye. 1$ 
EQ. Ферє 05, ту avAAafWv worepov A€youev TA First, How 
i r ^ S 2S , FR ge \ / is the com- 
арфотера стогҳєѓа, kal єй mÀelw т ў 800, та парта, — plexrelated 
to it? 


2 / MEI ^ , э ~ 
7 шау Twa dav yeyovviav avvreÜévrov auTOv ; 


OEAI. Ta &ravra ёрогує Soxovpev. 


5. otov oupirrovans тїз уА\Фт- 
rns] This mode of definition re- 
minds us of the Antisthenean 
saying quoted by Aristotle— 
Toiv péy ті ёст évêéxeraı kai ĝi- 
дайм к. т. №.; and also of Eu- 
clides’ objection to definition 
by comparison. 

8. évapyéorara] Вой]. ёеруё- 
orara sed exem. 

14. блодедеіуреба] Heindorf 
conjectured атодедєуреба, for 
which MS. authority (Coisl. et 
Par. E. ex corr.) has since been 
found ; and it has been received 
by Bekker. But Stallbaum 
rightly defends дтодедеѓуреба in 
the sense ‘we have declared 


our opinion; in which sense 
the pf. pass. is used by Xeno- 
phon and Lysias. Vid. supr. 
180. dmobevvuévov. Compare, 
however, infr. p. 205. drredexé- 
peda yyosuevoc eù Мусада. But 
this refers to a part of the 
theory which is deliberately re- 
ceived in the words тойто uév— 
karopÜdrapev. 

16. rj» avAAaBiy] Arist. Met. 
Н. 3. ov $aívera« д) (grow 7 
тъуАХА\а3 ёк rûv стоҳєіоу obra xai 
cvvOéaeos. 

The word ewvAAag) is used 
probably not without the con- 
sciousness of its etymology. 
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cee ше zo. "Ора ёт) ётї Óvoiv, сїуџиа Kal û. duporepd p.203. 
samo with єстш 1 mpdtn cu\AafBr) той Єдой ovouaros. aAXo rt 

of whichit 0 угуидскои айту rà аифотєра ycyvaaket ; 

posed! 1f ӨЕАІ. Ti py; d 
man 5 УО. Tò olypa kat то © apa ycyvocket. 

еш ӨЕАІ. Nat. 

with it. 


EQ. Ti бё; éxarepov ар ayvoei, кой оўдєтєроу 
eios apporepa yryvoake ; 

ӨЕАТ. 'AAAG Sewor kai adoyov, © Xóxpares. 

ZO. AAAà pévror єї ye араукт ékarepoóv ytyvo- 
скер, єїтєр aporepa TIS yrooerat, T poycyvookev 
Ta стоуей® атаса avayKn TQ péAAovri TOTE yvó- 
ceaÜa. cuA\aBnv, Kai ovtws Tiv 0 Kadds Aoyos 
атодедракфѕ oixnoerat. 


ӨЕАТ. Kai pada ye eEaipuns. e 


Or is it EQ. Ov уар kaAGs avrov puAdrropev. Xp» yap 
something & < , ` ` 5 5 ‚ › 
by itself isos т cvAAafBr)v тібєтбог и) rà orotxeta, GAN’ e£ 
resulting’ 


> / y ` 5 ТУ) , > Xs е ^ 
from them? — éketygw év TL yeyovos єідоѕ, ідєау шоу avro @йтой 
v kd ^ ^ 
€xov, érepov дё THY aroiyetov. 


OEAI. Пао uév oĝv' kai raya у àv uûA\ov 


v ^ , , v 
OUTWS 7) EKELVWS €XOL. 


20 


EQ. Zxemréov, kai od TpoOoréov oŬTws avavOpos 
uéyav тє Kal сєруд» Aoyov. 


OEAI. Où yap oiv. 


13. 6 xadds Adyos drodedpaxas 
oixnoerat] Compare with the 
humorous pathos with which 
this is spoken Phied. 89. Thpe- 
pov, ёфт, kaya rûs ёрӣѕ kai od rav- 
tas, éávrep їнїў б Adyos re\evurjon 
xai uj ÓvrópeÜa aùròv dvaflióca- 
оба. каї čywy dv є со єл» kai 
нє дафоуо ó Aóyos, €vopkov àv 
moncaipny Фстер “Apyciot, pù 
Tpórepov Kopnoew mpw йу экто 


dvapaxópevos тфу Sysplov тє xai 
KeBnros Абуо». 

18. eldos, 18а] elos is here 
rather more concrete, i8éa more 
abstract ; but ¿éa is used for 
elos a few lines below. Gene- 
rally, «дос is more logical, im- 
plying distinction ; [8а more 
metaphysical, implying unity. 
See Appendix C. 


р. 204. 


b 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 
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ZQ. 'Exéro д) ds viv paper, ша idea e£ érd- 
оту TOV Gvvapuorróovrov отогуєіоу vytyvouévo 7 
ovdAaBn, opoiws ёи тє ypdppact kal év rois. GÀXotg 


е? 
атостір. 


ӨЕАІ. Поро pev oiv. 


ХО. Ovxodv uépn abris ov det elvat. 


OEAI. Ti 24; 


е ea 3 r 4 э / \ r 
ХО. "Or: ob àv т) шерт, TO OAov avayKn rà парта 
, 3 a ^ ^ , 
pépn eivai. 7 kal TO SAov ék Tûv pepõv Aéyew ye- 
^ ^ ^ 
yovós év Tı elBos črepov тё» тутш» puepáv ; 


OEAI. *Eywye. 


ZO. To дё 87 wav кай то бАо>» mOrepov rairov 


^^ = си 
kadeis 7) €repov ékurepov ; 


ӨЕАТ. "Exo pv ovdev capes, бт. 2 Kedevets 
пробуџоѕ amoxpivacba, mapaxwdvvevov Му бт! 


Y 
érepov. 


ХО. ‘Н uv rpodupuia, © Ocaírgre, opOn' ei дё кой 


e , + , 
7) &7TTOKpLlO'S$, OKETTTEOV. 


ӨЕАІ. Дє дё ye ду. 


УО. Ovxoiv діафёро: àv то бАо> тоў 


б уйу doyos ; 

І. 'Exéro 8) ûs viv фарќ» pia 
18а) There is no occasion to 
suspect the reading, or to con- 
jecture piay lav: éyéro ós = 
foro 6—. Cf. Rep. 547. rà ё 
dpo pawdpeva ойто фата, ё 
TQ yvocTQ redevtaia ї тоў dyabod 
18а xai póyis dpacba. 

‘Let it be then as we 
have now put it, that the syl- 
lable is a simple form arising 
out of each combination of har- 
monious elements.’ The words 
'Exéro 87 ӧ take up the thread 
of ray’ д» paddov odras ў éxelvos 
fyo. In the conjectural read- 
ing the words ¢yéra—piay {дау 


/, 


тауто$, Os 


would of course refer to lôéav 
piav aùrò éaurod €xov. 

For pia іда elos i8éav piav 
éxov, cf. Euthyphr. 6. rà «805 à 
mávra rà боча бай darw ; ёфттба 
yap mov шӯ 1да та re dvécıa dyó- 
ста elvat kal rà боза боа. Infr. 
205. pia ris 18а —о\Ла8) ду ety. 

19. Aci 8 ye 80,) Se. каї rip 
drórpow op» elvas. 

20. rd iov той mavrós — rà 
Távra xdi тд rûv] Cf. Ar. Met. 
A. 26. 1024. a, wp yap xal 
êca фура xal dpiOpos may pêv Аё- 
yeru, Gros 8 dpiðpòs xal Sov 
Ddwp ob A€yerat, д» ил} perapopg. 
mávra 2 Aeyerat, ёф' ols тд тау фу 

ce 


то 


With а 
view to this 
15 we venture 
to assert 
that the 
Whole is 
different 
from the 
All. 


But can we 
go so far as 
to distin- 
guish All 
in the sin- 
gular, from 
All, in the 
plural ? 

It is evi 
dent that 
“ all of six” 
is the same 
as “all six.” 
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EQ. Ti 2 09; та тарта kal то wav ob’ бт! 


д:афєрє: ; olov ётєдау A€ywpuev év, дио, тріо, TéT- 


р. 204. 


lA pg У 3% ^ , ^ M , ^ , , 
Tapa, TEVTE, e£ kai eav dis rpia 1) rpis дио 7 тєттара c 


^ , ^ , ^ , ^ ud , > ^ 
5 TE кш! доо 7 тра Kat дуо KAL EV, TTOTE€DOV єў то! 


10 


, ^ эм + э , 
TOUTOLS TO ауто 1) €repov Aéyojev ; 


OEAI. Tavrov. 


EQ. Ар dado rc Ñ) ЁЁ; 


OEAI. Ovó&. 


ZO. Oóíxobv єф касте Aébeos парта та 6 


eiprkagtev ; 


ӨЕАТ. Nai. 


EQ. 4IIaAwT & ovdev Acyouev та тарта Aéyovres ; 


OEAI. ’Avayxn. 


EQ. °Н аААо rı 7) ra êk; 


OEAI. Olé. 


ep évi, ёті rovros mávra ws ĉn- 
pnuévow* таў obros apOpds, тата 
айта ai povddes. 

5. fj tpia kai фо Kat ё] The 
words ў révre каї év, which were 
introduced by Comarius, are 
anticipated in the simple enu- 
meration é, доо, &e. They do 
not occur in the Bodleian or 
any other MS. 

10. Oixoüv еф éxdorns Aéfeos 
Távra rà ёё elpikapev;] So far the 
MSS. give a meaning perfectly 
clear and natural The words 
which follow are not so clear. 
The only way in which it seems 
possible {о construe them as 
they stand, is by laying an un- 
natural stress on éw. “ Again, 
while we speak of all (in the 
plural) is there no one thing 
of which we speak?” This is 
brought out more distinctly 
by C. F. Hermann's conjecture, 
оўу ё. 


But this sense of там» as а 
mere particle of transition, = ri 
8; is hardly admissible in Plato 
(contrast p. 197. там» 8], Фостер 
év rois mpóaÓev кїршб» Tı к. т. №. 
—viv ab—meporepedva к. T. А. 
infr. р. 205. там» 8f, mep йрт 
érexeipovv»— Cf., however, Phil. 
14. moÀÀoUs elvai rw.) And 
this objection is not ob- 
viated by substituting {һе 
awkward expression ла» rà č 
for mávra rà č in the pre- 
vious line. For * Do we not 
repeat something when we say 
тй mavra’ would not be a satis- 
factory rendering. The present 

ge is one in which a reader 
of Plato will expect extreme 
clearness and minuteness of lo- 
gical sequence. To put rûv rà 
ё in the beginning of the ar- 
gument would be to assume 
bluntly that which it is intend- 
ed to prove, viz. that an aggre- 
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EQ. Tadrov ара £v ye rois boa 6 dpıOpuol éari, 


, ^ A Y 
d 25 тє rav mpoayopevopev Kal rà ázavra ; 


OEAI. Paiverat. 


EQ. *Q8e ёз) тєрї атды A€ywuev. 0 той ттАебро» 
ар:бџӧѕ kai то mÀébpov rairov’ ў yap ; 


OEAI. Nai. 


EQ. Kai 6 той aradiov д) Ga aires. 


OEAI. Nai. 


EQ. Kai uv каї 0 ToU orparomédov ye Kai TO 


, M ^ 
отреатотєебор, кой парта Ta тоаўта ороіоѕ ; 0 у 
^ a ^ ^ 
apiðpòs mas TO Ov rûv ёкжттоу avTay éarív. 


gate may be regarded as опе 
thing. With this object it is 
necessary to reason from the 
plural to the singular, and to 
do so by gentle steps. The 
above argument might lead to 
the substitution of rà may for 
rà тата. But the objection 
against там» would still re- 
main: and there would be 
needless obscurity in the logical 
inversion by which, after rea- 
soning from the number, we 
should then reason ѓо it. * In 
counting six, we said ‘all six’ 
(in the plural. ) Again, in speak- 
ing of all in the singular, is 
there nothing which we express?" 
‘There must be.’ ‘And is not 
this six f ‘Yes.’ The desirable 
sequence is restored if for там» 
(which is itself a source of diffi- 
culty), we read way, (which in 
the MS. character could be 
changed into something very 
like лам» by the repetition of v.) 
The passage may then be ren- 
dered, ‘ Have we not, then, in 
each expression, spoken of all 
the six? ‘Yes.’ ‘But while 
speaking of them all, is there 
no one thing all of which we 


^ 


express 1° ‘There must be.’ 
* And is that any thing but 
the six?’ * Nothing. Com- 
pare with the resumption of 
the last admission in rà mávra 
Aéyovres, Soph. 328. ойкой» тб ye 
elva тротйттеш sepépevos. évav- 
tia rois mpócÓev Eheyov; Paiver. 
Tí дё; тобто mpocámrev оўу ús 
évi Sueheyduny; After avdyxn, we 
must understand mà» rs Aéyew. 
Compare Symp. 192. ойд’ dy els 
дарбып — EX" soo д» (ве. 
mas tts) x. r. À. alib. For what 
has been said of minute se- 
quence, compare, amongst other 
passages, supr. 164. Мђ оф» éyà 
Anp@ к. T. A. 188.'H оби каї dÀ- 
Robi rov x. T. À. 

1. Тайтд»—тросау. | We give 
the names ха» and rávra to the 


same thing. 
4. Aéyepev] Several MSS. 
ve Aéyouev. If Aéyoyuev is 


right, it refers, not to the pre- 
sent sentence, but to the argu- 
ment which it introduces about 
the relation of parts to a whole. 

то. ó yàp dpidpós] i. e. ó dpiópos 
was ќкастоо ёсті тд by may ёкастоу. 
‘The number of each taken al- 
together is each real thing 


сс?2 


5 


But all 
(plural) im- 


ар зо plies num- 
[m and 


т, 
number im+ 


plies parts. 


Therefore 
all (singu- 
lar) also im- 
plies parts. 


Therefore, 
if all (sin- 
gular) and 
the whole 
are differ- 
ent, the 
whole is 
without 


parts. 


But this 
is al 


5 


то. 


15 
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ZO. ‘O & éxdorov apiÜuos uv аАЛо rt % pép 


, , 
єттї; 


OEAI. Орде. 


EQ. "Oca apa exer uépn, ёк pepav av єї; 


OEAI. Paiverat. 


ZO. Ta бе ye тарта pépyn то way elvaı opodroyei- 
^ ` ^ 
Tal, etrep kai ò mâs apOpos TO rûv ёстой. 


OEAI. Ойто. 


єї), rà тарта б> цёр. 
ӨЕАІ. Оюк ёокєр. 
ZO. Мёроѕ 9 él órov 
тод бАоо ; 


OEAI. То? mavrós ye. 


EQ. To óAov ap’ ойк ёст Єк pepõv. rûv yap äv 


L4 > \ v , ^ ^ 
алоо єстї» отер єсті» 7 


р. 204. 


е 


EQ. ‘Avdpixds ye, à Ocaíryre, раҳе. TÒ may Sê p. 205. 
oUx Grav илде» dmh, avro roro Tray écriv ; 


ӨЕАТ. ‘Avayxn. 


ZO. "Оло» дё où Taùvròv тойто ёстои, об dv pn- 


20 Sau) pndev amocrary; оў Ò àv атостатў, ore Aor 


^ e , ^ ^ ^ , 
ойтє Tv, ара yevapevav Єк TOU айтой TO айто; 


taken altogether, or ‘ each 
taken altogether so far as it 
exists  éxágrov would be more 
convenient, but we cannot ven- 
ture to say that éacrov is 
wrong. тд Óv—ékacro» = ёкастор, 
à gorw. Cf. Rep. 490. aùroù ё 
ёст éxácrov ris picews. But 
it must be admitted that the 
text becomes more uncertain 
in the last few pages of the 
dialogue. 

2. ó M ёкістәу àpiðpós] The 
word dpiluàs implies plurality. 
Hence éxácro», unless it is cor- 
rupt. We are now reasoning 


from singular to plural, as be- 
fore from plural to singular. 

16. dvBpxas payer] Viz. for the 
біста he has chivalrously taken 
Up, p. 204. mapaxwduvevar Aéyo 
бта črepov. 

17. aùrò roro rûv éorı] Is this 
very thing ай, just as above, 
сті» бтєр ёст. rûv, being pre- 
dicate, does not need the ar- 
ticle. 

21. ёк той aùroû] Viz. дАоу = 
ob dy дё» бтостатў = rûv. 

тӧ abró] Viz. оду GXow = о? 
nay. 


р. 205. 


ӨЕАІТНТОУ. 
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ӨЕАІ. Докєг por viv odey Siadépew rav тє kai 


v 
оАо». 


ZQ. Owxo)v éAéyouev бт. ob av uépr ү, TO бАо» 


^ y 
тє kai Tav Ta парта uépr) ara ; 


ӨЕАТ. Па ye. 


ZO. Ilav 5, бтєр @рт! ётєҳєірооу, ойк, etrep Ù 
avaAdAaBn из) та стогҳєіа єттї, avayKN айттуу и) Фу 


^ - ^ ^ - 
b uépy €xew éaurîs rà OTOLXEL rairov oÜcGV aÙroîs 
p X 


с 


, ^ 8 
Opoiws exeivors yuwoTnv elvat ; 


OEAI. Ofros. 


^ ^ ^ , ” » ^ 
ZO. Ovxoüv тобто (va ш) yévyrat, €repov avràv 


autny 0иєба ; 
ӨЕАТ. Nai. 
22. Ti ё; 


5 


We cannot 
therefore 
view the 
whole as 
different 
from the 
all. But, if 
the whole 
is all the 
parts, the 
complex, 

if distinct 


ei ш) Ta стоек cuA\aB]s pépņ Andit can 


have no 


> ГА ЕД з у , ^ ^ , , , 
Єттї, €xets GAN’ атта eimeiv, & uépr) uév OTL TVA- 15 other parts. 
Aafjre, ov uévrot стоіуєїй у éxeivns ; 

OEAI. Ovóauós. єі yap, © Zóxpares, popia Tav- 


TNS сууҳороіти, yedoiov Tov rà aroteia. dpévra èr 


аАЛа iévat. 


ХО. Tlavrarası 9), © Ocaíryre, катй Tov viv зо 


уои pia т idea, auepurtos cvAAaBy àv ein. 


3. &éyouev] The argument is 
resumed from p. 204. "От: ob dy 
ў pépn, Td hov дудук rà mávra 
рёру elvai. 

6. Пам» 8}—dvayxn] This was 
said before, pp. 203, 204. mpoyi- 
ууфакєу rà стоҳєа ётаса dváykn 
TQ uéAXovrí more ухосєсби су\Ла- 
Bnv,—ovxodv uépr abrijs ob bei elvas, 

8. ў raùròv ойсау abrois броіоѕ 
éxeivois -yvoarij» elva) rabróv. ob- 
сау airois was proved (p. 203.) 
to follow from their being 
parts. For the turn of the 
sentence, compare Rep. 490. 
iytiro Ф айтф el vô exes, mpõrov 
pêv d\ eta, ђу доке aùròv máy- 


Tos kal mavry ee i) dAdfovt буті 
илдар ретш ddooopias д\дбе- 
vis. ib. 503. éAéyouev 8’, el p- 
povevers, Beiv——rd дбура roro 
pir év móvow pnr év póßas— 
paiverOa éxBaddovras ў тд» döv- 
varoUvra droxpiréov, ib. 525. did 
тд rijs ойсіаѕ @ттёор elvai yevéoews 
eLavadivrs  pndérore doporing 
yever Oa. 

21. ovAdafn] The absence of 
the article marks our familiarity 
with the word, and also gives 
it a certain indefiniteness: as 
in the expression sávrev pérpov 
dvOpwmos. Cf. Rep. 369. Tiyvera 
Tolyvy—TmóMs—é mer к. T. А. 


Therefore 
it can have 
no parts, 


198 NAATQNOZ 


OEAI. "Еокеу. р. 205. 
But that / 3 3 , f 37 , ^ 
tie tas 20. Мето obv, s pire, m yo éx 7$ 
no pari $ mpoobev алтєдєҳоџеда hyovpevor єй Aéyesĝar Оті TOV 
pounded, ó Uk €in Ao e£ àv rà GAAa avyker 
i. e. an ele- Tur 0 ПТ лү, 4 7 en 


, г ец ' P е ^ Y ЕД ЕД , ^ , є 
ment, and $ д:0т: avro каб aro ёкастои єї) aavvÜerov, kai ovde 
eretore * ы , - 
unknown. yò eivai тєрї аўто? opOas Exo mporpepovra eimeiv, 

eat ^ ^ t v ^ > , , ^ 
ovde TO тойто, @s єтєра kai аААотра Aeyopeva, kal 
v y e s’ м , ^ у э ^ ^ 
airy à) 1 airía aAoyov тє Kal &ууостоу auTO поюі ; 
OEAI. Мешти. 
3 à ^ 
10 XQ. °H оф» aAAn т< 7 айтур 7 aitia той povo- d 
, IL) » v 3 9 \ M › 
єбё; TL Kal dpuéptoTov aro eivat; €yà pev үйр ovy 
óp aAAnv. 
OEAI. O^ yap од» д) patverar. 
EQ. Ovxodv cis rairov éurérrokev 7 стуААа3%) 
7 , D 
15 elðos ékeww, etrep pep) тє uù) êxe кої ша égTiv 
1дєа ; 
ӨЕАІ. Партатас: uev oiv. 
m 
If then the ZO. Ei uév ара то\А& ororyeia з солЛа8ёсті 
complex is — , TN = © y PE Е 
an aggre- каї OAov Ti, uépr Ó аут) тайта, 0роіоѕ aire GUÀ- 
gate of sim- ` ` yo ` Sow ^ э у M 
ple parts, 20 Ла 8аї yyworai Kal pytal kai rà. orotxeta, ётєітєр TH 


they and it 3 
are equally 7Tdvra Єр] TQ ČA% Tawrüv ёфарт. 


known an , 

describable. OEAI. Kai pada. 

If it is one > , Y yo’ , ¢ , ` 

and with- ХО. Ei де yeév тє кої apepés, opoiws pèv Tuà- е 
out parts, 


г е , \ a э. , X 
it and the Ла, woavtws дє orotxetov &Aoyov тє kat ayvworTov* 
element are е л эм уу , » 8 e 
equally in- 257] yàp avr?) airia TOTEL avrà тоште. 
determin- в 
able and OEAI. Ox êxo Aws eimev. 
unknown. 


ХО. Тодто pév ара ил) атодєуфиеба, 05 av Ау 


10. °H ойу ФА ris] ‘And is reference to the sense in which 
not this same thing (viz. that it occurs above. Cf. p. 148. ёй 
it is uncompounded) the cause «де тєр\ае{›. 
of its having a simple form 27. ph drodeycpeba, bs dv Xéyn] 
without parts ?' For ôs a» without antecedent, 

15. «8оғ) Used here without (which is not unfrequent), cf 


ӨЕАІТНТОУХ. 199 
р. 206. cvAAa(drv pev yvocTóv kai pyrov, стогҳєїоу дё Tov- 
vavriov. 
` , v ^ , , 
OEAI. My yap, єтєр TQ Аоуф mebopeha. 
EQ. Tí 8 ad; roùvavriov Aéyovros ар ov par- Therefore 
> ^ ^ itis untrue 
Лоу àv атоде{оо 6 dv abros avvoÜa aavrQ ёи тү 5 to say that 
a б , the com- 
TOV ypappatwv pabo ; lex is 
a nown, but 
OEAI. To roov ; the simple 
е k . 
EO. ‘Os oddév Ado pavOavwy ÓwrtAecag ў ra mown 
стога év тє T OWer Stayryvdokew mepópevos kai 
€v TH ако? avrò каб aro  кастоу, iva шт 1) OTIS зо 
сє тараттог Aeyouévov тє kai урафоџёџоу. 
OEAI. 'Алубестата Аєуєѕ. 
УО. 'Е» 8ê к:баристтод reAéos pepabnkévar pv АҺА we 
p pep 
» oa ‹ , , have ex 
b Ao rı ju ў то TQ фбдууф éxdat@ SivacOat érako- rience to 
- ^ - ^ ‹ the con- 
Aovbeiv, rolas ҳордӯѕ «р a д) arotxeix Was àv ÓpO- 15 trary: for 
, ^ , we learnt 
Aoynree povotxns Аєуєс Вои ; our letters 
» before we 
OEAI. Ovdev &ААо. could read, 
f , d 
ХО. Ov рё ар avroi Єштєрої eopev стоуєіои notes be- 
` a , ^ 0» 8 , , у fore we 
каї avdAdAaBov, d да ато TOUTOV TekpaiperOat Kai could play 
» ` y ^ A , , 3 
eis Ta GAAa, TOAD TO TÀv стогҳєіюи yévos évapye- зо р У, 
, ^ ^ LA , ^ ? it ар 
arépay тє Thy yoioow éxew phooper Kal wupueTépay эрме 
THs avdAAaBys mpos то AaBetv TeAéws єкастоу pa- не я 
01 
Onua, kai é&v tis фу avAAaBnv pév yvoaóv, &yvo- кына 
è than the 
arov 8 repukévat orotxeiov, ékóvra 3) ákovra. mai(ew syllable, . 
с 3 b е впр e 
тутднє@' avrov. 25 than the 
complex. 


Soph. Ant. 35. аА és dy rovrov 
Tt dpa, þóvov mpoxeioba Snuddrev- 
oTov ev mde, 

I. yvocrüv] dyvecrov Bodl. 
sed à erasum. 

8. ûs oùðèv dAdo} ‘That in 
learning you continued doing 
nothing else but endeavouring 
to distinguish, &c.' Cf. Men. 80. 
Gri oùðèv dAdo ў atrés re drropeîs. 


24. fxovra  dxovra mai(ew] 
* That he is either playing with 
us, or talking nonsense.' 

The tendency of the present 
passage is to rise from the con- 
ception of elementary objects 
of sense (simple ideas of sensa- 
tion) to that of abstract ideas, 
(universals, predicables), as the 
true elements of Knowledge. 
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OEAI. Kou? uev об». | 
ZO. 'AAAà 25 rovrov pév ёт: Kav @ААс: awelev c 


Cf. Ar. Met. B. I. 995 b. mó- 
Tepov ai dpxai kal rà orotyeia тй 
убт dorw f els å Suatpeîra dvv- 
Tápxovra ёкастоу. 

This may be illustrated from 
the frequent use by Plato of 
the example of letters, elemen- 
tary sounds, etc. to represent 
the Ideas and the mode of be- 
coming acquainted with them. 

The following passage of 
Rep. p. 402. is an instance of 
this :— 

"Остер dpa — ypappdrov тёр 
tore ixavas elyouev, бте rà aroi- 
Х®а py AavOavor pâs iya бута 
ё dmaciw olg ёсті mepibepópeva, 


kai of’ év тшкрф обт év peyade · 


Triiá(opev айта, ws où Béor ala6á- 
хест, аХАй mavrayoù mpovbupov- 
реда Burycyvóakexv, ds où mpórepov 
écónevor ypapparwol mply ойто 
fxoipev, "AX. О?койь kal eixd- 
vas ypappárov, et mov ў ёх Darw 
ў ё xarómrpow éuaivowro, où 
mpórepov yvwrópeða, прі» dy айта 
yvàpev, GAN ore тїз abris тет 
re xal pederns ; mavrámag« pêv оди. 
"Ap! oiv, ô Mya, mpds бебу, ойто 
obÀé povoixoi mpórepov ёсёреда, 
ore aùrol, oÜre obs dapé»v piv 
mraievréov elvai rovs. pi\akas, трі» 
fy rà rîs coppocirms «дт kai dv- 
8реѓаѕ kai éAevÜepiórgros Kal peya- 
Aompemeias kai бта rovrov а8е\фа 
kai rà rovrov aù évavría таутаҳоў 
mepiepóneva yropifwper kai évóvra 
év ols Evert aiabavapeba kal abrà 
xai eixdvas атф», kal pyre ev opi- 
xpois pyre ё» peyadois drisá(opev, 
GAG rîs abris olóueÜa тёҳупѕ el- 
vat каї pederns ; 

At the same time it is hinted 
that the sensible elements, so far 
as each of them can be regarded 


as one individual thing, are also 
the objects of Knowledge. 

Cf. Ar. Met. a. 994. b. é rè 
ётїттатбш dvapodaw ol ovrog Aé- 
yovres (viz. rà йтеро>» №.) où yàp 
olóv re eiBévax трі» ў eis rà Gropa 
Adet. 


To resume the argument 
from p. гог, "Thestetus has 
heard it said that true opinion 
with а reason was knowledge : 
and that nothing which had 
not a reason could be known. 
This reminds Socrates of a 
theory which said that of the 
elements (or alphabet) of things 
no account could be given— 
they could only be named. 
But of their combinations an 
account could be given, and 
these could be known. Know- 
ledge according to this consists 
in being able to give an account 
of any thing. This, however, 
may be true, and yet the theory 
on which we have based it may 
be unsound. Testing this by 
the example of letters, we find 
that of the syllable gw ап ac- 
count can be given M can be 
analysed), but not of its con- 
stituents с and e. But is the 
syllable known, the letter un- 
known 1 If so, in what way are 
we to conceive of the syllable? 
As all the letters? How then 
can I know them all, and yet 
none singly? Or is it a simple 
unity formed out of them? It 
cannot then be related to them 
as a whole to its parts, unless 
we can establish a distinction 
between whole and all But 
all (singular) cannot be distin- 


р. 206. 
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^ ^ , 
р. 206. алоде е, ws €uol oke то дє Tpokei(pevov yu) emt- 


Aa0dpueda дг avrà iev, 6 т Ô) more kal Aéyerat то 


pera Sons adnBois Aoyov mpoa'yevópevov тти reÀe- 


wTarny Єтїттїнлү yeyovévat. 


OEAI. Ovxoiv xp? ópav. 


XQ. Ферє ду, тї more Bov\erat Tov Aoyov тиќи 


, ^ ` " , ^ , 
onpaivey ; трибу yap év тї pot докєг Аєуєи. 


OEAI. Tíov 8% ; 


EQ. To uév mpórov єй] àv то ту avroð Siavovav 


s, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ e ^ ^ > 
eu. avr) mowiv Sua форд perà ртратои тє Kai ovo- зо 


párov, dorep eis Katortpov ij Bdwp тту Oofav 


, » ` ` ^ , , 
extuTroupevov eis THY dia тоб сторатоѕ роти. 


^ » 
7 ov 


^ ^ ^ r 5 
Ooket то то TotoUTOV Aoyos eivat ; 


guished from all (plural) ; and 
this, containing all the parts, 
can scarcely be distinguished 
from the whole. Hence whole 
and all are indistinguishable. 
Therefore either the syllable has 
parts, and, consisting of things 
unknown, must be itself un- 
known ; or, not having parts, it 
is uncompounded, and therefore 
itself, according to the theory, 
unknown. But our own me- 
mory ought to teach us that 
we first learnt to know the let- 
ters, and then the syllables and 
combinations of them. 

Though the theory is rejected, 
we gain from it the notion of a 
simple idea and of a complex 
whole. 

(2.) кд» 4ХАа‹ paveiev drodeites] 
The train of thought, here 
broken off, is resumed in the 
Sophist, where the deópara «in 
are treated as elements, and 
combinations of them are 
shown to be possible. 


б. ri тоте BoiAerai] The sub- 


ject is either ó rabra Мә», (е. 
infr. тди dropnvápevov ётистђрлу 
ô viv скотоўџеу), or ó Абуов, viz. 
TÒ pera 8бёп< dAnOois Adyov mpor- 
yevóuevov tiv теєотатуи émio rj- 
pny yeyovévat. 

тд» Adyov страі] id. qu. т. А. 
єтӧр, с. * What аге we to un- 
derstand by this Aóyos 1° Three 
meanings are put forward as 
possible : 1. Expression in 
words. 2. Analysis. 3. Defi- 
nition. 

II. бетер els xárorrpov] Cf. 
Phileb. 38. Kay ris y air тарӯ, 
та re прдѕ abróv pnbévra évreivas 
els porr mpós tov mapóvra афта 
ravra üv mddw pbéyfaro, kai. Aó- 
yos 8) yéyovev ойто ӧ róre óav 
éxadovper ; 

12. éxrvmovpevov] ‘ Imaging." 
Compare also the saying of 
Democritus, Adyos £pyov oxen. 

For rjv da той aróparos pony, 
cf. Tim. 75. rò 8è Aóyov vipa ew 
péov kai Ummperoiv фротає: ká- 
Мотор xai dporov mávrov va- 
párov. Soph. 263. 

pd 


This need 
not, how- 
ever, affect 
the truth of 
our third 
answer. 
What is 
meant 
in it by 
* giving an 
account ?? 
One of 
three 
things. 
Either, 
ПІ, a. The 
reflexion of 
thought in 
speech. 
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OEAI. “Едогуе. rov yoÜv аўто ÓpGvra Aéyetv p.206. 


, 
paper. 
. ^ ^ , ^ ^ ^ ^ 
But this is XQ. Ovxodv тобто ye mâs тошу Óvvaros Üarrov 
notpeculiar =, ; ay ty Р , Е РГ" 
to those 3) a xXoAaírepov, то єидєіасдаи ті докє! тєрї єкастоо 
who know. 


tn 


> ^ e \ ` à M э э » cd ^ LÀ е 
QUT@, 0 из} €veos N кофоѕ ат арҳтѕ’ kai ойто Осо: 
` + , ^ ^ , ^ 
rı opOov Oo£aGovat, mavres ауто peta Adyou Qavobv- 


Tat €xovres, каї ovdapod ёт: op) доёа xopis ér- 
, 
стђилѕ yevnoerat. 
OEAI. 'AA»65. 
^ , е , , a 
с ХО. My) той» padios KaraytyvooKwpev то uy- 
, ^ , » , ^ ~ 
dev eipnxévar tov dropnvduevov emornuny б viv 
^ м ^ е , > ^ LA > ^ 
ското0иєи. tows yap о A€ywy ov TOUTO €Aeyev, aAAa 
TÒ épwryÜévra тї ёкасто/ Óvvaràv elvat THY &TOKpL- 
ow бй rv cTotyeiov amodovvat TQ épouévo. 
Or, 1.8.15 OEAL. Olov ri Aéyes, © Eóxpares ; 
The onu” ` TO Oi ^ id A pa J › , x 
meration of . Оо» кої 'Hoíoóos тєрї apaéns Aéya то 
the elemen- P P ёп 7 


tary paris. ékaròv бє re Sovpab’ apakns. à èyè pêv ойк àv 
plex whole. Ôuvaiuņy eimeiv, oipas 06 ойде си" @АА' ayar@pev 
av épwrnbevres 6 тї éorw браќа, e ёҳоциєу eimeiv 
20 Tpoxol, ао», * vmeprepía, avTuyes, бууду. 

OEAI. Пан дё» ov. 
EQ. ‘O 2 ye ows olor dv Has, dorep àv TO 
соу òvopa epwrnbévras xai amoKxpwopevous ката 
avdAaBry, yeAoious eivat, opOas pev Oo£aCovras ка! 


3. Ovxoty) Ven. П, and an- évwrapxórrov. 


other MS. give oixo?v ай. 20. bmeprepía] The Bodleian 
IO. karayvyvógkopev] ‘Accuse with the other MSS. has trep- 
in our minds.’ тра, 
rù nêv] * Utter nonsense.’ 22. ‘O 8 у twas ойит' dv ђраѕ] 


16. Olov xai'HaíoBos] Op. et. The apodosis is deferred, as is 
D. 454. Noms, oùðè rè olê’, ёка- во often the case when an illus- 


тоу 8 re Sopa’ ápá£ns. tration is introduced with ðs- 
Cf. Arist. Met. B. 3. 998. b. rep. It is finally resumed with 
frepos 8° tora б бй rûv yevàv Ora roivvv—-— Cf. Rep. 402. 


ópwruós kal б Муш» e bv &arw "Остер dpa——ypapparev тёр. 


о 


р. 207. 
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, ^ , , , \ ` 3 
р. 207. A€yovtas à A€yopev, olouévovs дє ypappaTıkovs eivat 
^ ^ ^ 
kai êxe тє кої Aéyew ypapparixas TOv той Oeat- 
5 , 
тђтоо Ovonaros Aoyov. TO Ó ойк eivai EmLaTNMOVOS 
I Or + ^ a \ ^ ГА \ " 
орде» Aéyew, прі àv Sia TÖV GToiyelov pera TNS 
^ o A» ^ 
@Ат]бойбу Sons ékacTov Tepaivy Tis, Omep кой EV rois 5 
, er, 
трообє mov eppnOn. 
ӨЕАТ. 'Ерр]@] yap. 
e , ^ M 
EQ. Обто тойуу kai тєрї ашаёте ўра pêv òp- 
` у , ` ` ` ^ e ` , , , 
Onv éxewv So€av, то 0€ dia тфу ékarüv ékelvov Óvva- 
^ LI ^ , , ^ 
e pevov Ó.eABeiv airs THY ovaiav, zrpog Aafovra. тобто, 10 
, , ^ ^ + > ^ 
Aóyov re mpoceAngheva тӯ але: доёр Kai avri 
= , , 
доёастікод Texvikóv тє kal ётигтђиора тєрї auans 
LA , 
ovoias yeyovévar, dia oTotyeiwy TO 0Àov Tepavavra. 
э ^ ^ 3 7 
OEAL Ovkxoiv єй Soxet aot, © Xoxpares ; 
, 3 € ^ ^ ^ 
ZO. Ei coi, © éraipe, Óoket, kai azoóexe тту Sua 15 
9 > 3 
СА ` е + f з ^ be 
стогҳеіоу dueLodov тєрї єкастоо Aoyov eivat, Thy Se 
ката avAAafas 7 7 kai kara peior Єт. áħoyíav, тодто 
pot Aye, iv’ афто бтокотбие». 
d ӨЕАІ. 'ААА@ таро azoóéxopat. 
5 ^ 
ZO. IIórepov nyovpevos ётісттиора eivai бутобу зо 
7 
€ ^ a ` ЖА е ` ^ ^ > ^ ^ , ^ 
тороду, Отау TO ауто OTE и TOU аўто? доку avrQ 
5 е ^ ^ ^ ` ^ 
eivai, Tore де єтєроо, ў Kal Grav Tod оўтой TOTÉ uv 
? ` M , 
érepov, Tore de érepov Sod ; 
OEAI. Ma Af орк ёуоує. But I may 


rform 


EQ. Eira duvnpuoveîs év тў TÕV ypapparov pa- o this rightly 





ô A€yo, mpós bear, 15. Ei coi] el is interrogative, 
oUros ov8e uovcikol к. т. А. depending on roüró pot Méye. 

3. тд & oix elvai] * Whereas it 21. rà aùrò Gre pev—] е. g. 
is impossible.” Cf p. 157. то ê thinking т to be the first letter 
ov Bet, and note. both of re and бє. 

5. €v rois mpda bev] р. 206. as 22. тод avro) róre uiv] e.g. 
oùðèv Gro pavÜávov OwréAecas thinking the first letter of бє at 
к. т. A. is most probably re- опе time 6, at another т. 
ferred to. 


pda 
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۹ , م‎ ^ , ^ ^ м ^ 
oo Өпсє кат apxas gavTOV T€ KAL TOUS aÀAovs Ópavras р. 207. 
о! eæte- 


tus’ name, aur a 3 

and yet : 9 А ^ » ^ ^ X ou 
mistake in OEAI. "Ара Aéyeis THs airs avAAaBrs roré pev 
the first 


e ` 
syllable of  €repov, тоте дє Єтєро» myovuévovs урацџа, kal то e 
Theodorus’, » ^ \ \ , ` , Sgt o> 0X 
which is ' 5 QUTO TOTE дєй els THY TpoTHKova'ay, тотє дє els AANV 
the same , , 
in both. riÜévras avdAaBny ; 
ZQ. Taira Аєуо. 
^ , , 
OEAI. Ma Af où roivvv aurnuova, ovd€ yé TH 
youa ётістасба rovs oUrcs €xovras. 
This is not jo ( оди; бта» є TQ топо {рф Qcairnrov 
я УО. T: ойу; orar dbi жой корр 8 gro 
the sylla- урафои tis Өтта кої ei ойуто! тє Sev ypadew каї 


d ypayn, kai ад Oeóðwpov émixepóv. ypahew rad kai p. 208. 
el oinrai тє деў ypádew xai урафт, ap ётістасбш 
$ucouev айтору ту проти Tav Üperépov óvou&rov 

15 gvAAa yv ; 

ӨЕАТ. ААА’ арт: opodoynoaper Tov ойто éxovra 
pyre eidevat, 

EQ. KoAve оду re kai тєрї Tv Sevrépay avAAa- 
Biv каї rpirny kai rer&prqv obras ёҳєш Tov avTov ; 

2 ӨЕАІ. Onder ye. 

EQ. Ap’ oiv róre тт» dia ororgeiov діќЁодоу &yov 
урафе Qcairnrov pera opOns So&ns, бта» és 
урафу ; 

ӨЕАІ. Дўло 8. 

235 EQ. Оркоди ёт: áverta rijv àv, opa бє doéa- b 
Gov, as paper ; 
ӨЕАТ. Nai. 
ZO. Moyov ye éyov pera ӧрбӯѕ Sons. ту yàp 


2. афта] ‘What I have de- ye assents to the meaning of 
scribed.’ the question. Cf. Phil. 38. 02де 
20. 0084» ye] ‘Certainly not.’ ye. ddd’ dep акобо Аус. 
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р. 208. dia ToU стогҳєіоо 000v xwv €ypadev, nv dn Aoyov 
apodroynoapev. 
ӨЕАТ. A۸07. 
ZQ. "Eorw û dpa, © €raipe, pera Aoyov орб?) доба, 
nv ойто Sel етісттшти каћєу. 
ӨЕАІ. KvSuweder. 
EQ. "Ovap ду, ws ёикєи, ётЛоутђсацєи oinbevres 
7 што 
каттуор@рєу ; laws yap ov тобто Tis arov Opiéirat, 


tn 


» ^ > , » , , 
€xeww Tov &.À9Ücorarov émiaT9ugs Aoyov. 


, EY ` 3 a a Ф 
с adda то Мотор єідоѕ rGv TpiÀv, àv év yé TL ёфоџєу зо 
, , ^ L , е ^ , 5 
Aoyov OnoecOa Tov ётигттити opiGopevov доЁау elvat 


opOnv perà Aoyov. 


^ , 
ӨЕАІ. 'Ор@б< vreuvnoas: єт: yap êv Aovróv. TO Or, lastly, 
` 5 , , ^ = м ` ө ш. y. The 
pev yap т> діароіоѕ év pov @отєр eiücAov, то Ё power of 
м ` ` , ear >. Na ` Uas adding a 
арт: AexÜev Sia стогєіоо 0005 Єтї то GAov’ то дє ÔN 15 mark which 
, jx distin- 
TpirOV TL MÉyets ; gushes it 
e М ' 
EQ. "Опер av oi modoù etzrotev, TO éyew тї on- Шш 
^ , ^ چ‎ ^ , wo’ 1 
petov eireiy ф TOV &mavrov Siadéepe то épwrnbev. Cy i 
e / / м , LE m tion by the 
OEAI. Оо» riva rivos êxets цо: Aoyov eime ; d 
, , tq, , ` анс differ. 
d ХО. Офо», ci ovAe, nAiov тёр: ikavóv olat GOL зо eg үзе 
, 
5 ۶ \ ^ 
eivai атодеёасбои, бт. то Aaumpórarov éoTt тди ката Ње sum of 
Tov ovpavoy lóvrow тєрї уђу. ie 


OEAI. Паро pev otv. 


7. Óvap———émAovrjcapev] Cf. 
Polit. 277. xwduvever yàp àv 
ёкастоѕ olov буар «ldas dmavra, 
mávr ай т@Мм» donep trap dyvo- 
civ, 278. tva Ўтар дут’ дуєіратоѕ 
йд» yiymrau. 

8. ётотђил= Aóyov] Adyos is 
used here in a double sense. 
1. Definition of Knowledge.’ 
Cf. p. 149. &1 Ауф просетв». 
2. That ‘account’ of a thing 
which (with right opinion) con- 
stitutes Knowledge. The play 


of words may be preserved, 
* when we thought we had 
found tbe most indubitable 
‘account’ concerning Know- 
ledge.” 

9. т<] Viz. the nameless au- 
thor of our theory. 

17. mep dy of modol etroiev] 
The two former were inferences 
from different meanings of Aé- 
yew ;—to express and to enu- 
merate. See p. 206. róv your 
aùrò 8pavra Aéyew paper. 
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EQ. Aa д) oô хари etpyrau. ёст: бё бтєр арті p. 208. 
€Aéyopev, ds apa тђь Stadopay ќкастоо àv AauBduns 
jj тб» &AAcv Srapépet, Adyor, ds pasi rwes, Aner 
ёоѕ Ò àv кошой Twos єфетттү, ékeivov ттер cot éarat 

50 Aoyos àv àv ү Kowerns n. 

OEAI. Mavóavo kai por oke? kaAós ё «е» Aóyov e 
TÒ TOLOUTOV каћєіу. 

EQ. “Os & àv per’ opOns SoEns mept orovoiy тфу 
бити Trjv діафорау rGv dAdwv mpooAaBn avroð, 

10 €MLTTH POV 'yeyovos arat об протєроу Hv доёастте. 

OEAL Paper ye pny obras. 


rm tile EQ. Niv Sîra, à Ocaíryre, wavranacw éywye 
sappoin р = 
us on а enei) éyyUs @опєр скіаурафуиатоѕ yéyova той 
nearer А А rar , + 35 , 

view. Aeyouévov, Evvinus ovde cpixpov’ ews de афеттткї] 


15 торробєу, eaivero ті por A€yer Oat. 

OEAI. [lds ri rovro ; 

EQ. Фрасо, éàv oios тє yévojum. орбђи eywye p. 209. 
éxov óav тєрї сод, éàv pev mpoorAaBw Tov gov 
Aóyov, yryvdokw On сє, ei де ит, до$@бю povor. 

20 OEAI. Nai. 

EQ. Aóyos 8é ye jv 1 THs ans д:афоротттоѕ 
€ppnveia. 

OEAI. Oros. 


EQ. "Ник оду éofa(ov шоро, аАЛо ri Ф TOV 


3. тше] Probably the Mega- арету. Rep. 365. 602. 
rians. See Introduction. 16. Has ri robro] ‘What do 

9. abro?,] This punctuation you mean? and why is it so?’ 
appears preferable when it is то. 67] According to the hy- 
observed that there has been a pothesis. 
tendency in the last few pages 21. jv] Is, according to the 
to accumulate genitives. hypothesis. 

то. доѓастђ)ғ) Cf. р. 160. èm- 24. Ф rûv Аюу Suapépets, rov- 
ornpey dy inv, bvrep айтбтүттүс. Tov ovderds] It occurs to So- 

13. скитурафіратоѕ| The image crates while speaking that the 
is a familiar one. Cf. Phæd. 69. ‘Difference’ of one person from 
uj скаурафіа ris ў 7 тоайт) another is not one but many. 
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p.209. dAAwv діафереѕ, TovTwy ovdevos ўтторти TH ĉia- 
vota ; 
ӨЕАТ. Оюк єокєр. 


^ ^ Ka 
ZO. Тоу kowóv т. ара Stevoovunv, àv ovdev ov 


BGAXov 7) Tis GAAOs xe. 5 
b "Ava For unless 
OEAI. ‚ Avayny. rm а 
эс" D > 2 tinguish 
20. Фере 8” р pend müs тоте êv 7? TOUT E 
сё paddrAov edo€alov ў &ХЛоу ovTwodv ; Oès yap pe чаго 
е ^ 3 
Stavoovpevov ws eat obros Өєаітттоѕ, 05 av ў Te every one 
у у ta va \ ` , ` else, how 
avOpwros kai €xn piva ka opOadpovs каї стора каї зо жат 
BAL ave 
ойто 0) tv ёкастоу Tov ueAÀQv. abro оди y бйр: aright : 
2 opinion 0 
ёт@ б т. uûA\ov momoe pe Ocairnrov ў Өєодороу himi 
» А E зеп by 
OuavoeiaÜat, 7 Tv. Aeyouévov Mvaóv Tov éaxarov ; the com: 
A prehension 
ӨЕАТ. Ti yap ; of a true 
» » LAS ^ ^ , ^ м t^ ^ account 
ZO. АЛХ єар др ur) povov Tov €xovra piva Kal 15 is meant 
^ ` right 
opOadrpovs SiavondG, аЛа Kal TOv ciuOv T€ Kal EE- оріпіоп of 
, r 1 5 ^ , o5 А the distine- 
с offaAuov, p) тї ae ad uGAXov добасо 7 éuavrOv 1) tive differ- 
" ^ ence," this 
осо TOLOUTOL ; is а neces- 
/ ва; rt 
OEAI. Ovóé. of right 
opinion. 


EQ. 'AAX ov mporepov ye, oluan Oeaíryros év зо 
> ` , ` ^ e , "Y ^ v 
epoi GofacÓOraeraa, трі av т) oyorns айту rÀv aA- 
Аш» сотту av éyà éópaka Siaopov Tt uv puetov 
map ёрої evonunvayevn катабптои, kai TaAAa ойто 


5. ў tes Aos êxe] The verb Scholiast the proverb is used 
is attracted by tis Años. to express contempt. Here it 
13. rà» Aeyouévov Mvodv] means only remoteness. 
The phrase Mvcóàv ётуатоз is 22. шитреїоу — evonyunvapern | 
strengthened by the insertion Cf. pp. 191, 196. This is an 
of the article. The editors instance of the way in which a 
(under protest from Buttmann) theory which is rejected is still 
read rà Aeyóuevov. There seems permitted and intended by 
no reason for this. Cf supr. Plato to leave an impression 
oi Ts ÓaXárrgs Aeyóuevoc xdes. on the mind. 
Arist. Eth. N. УШ. 3. 8& yàp 23. катабута] So Bodl. with 
тойу Aeyouévovs Gras avvavaAGcai, Vat. Ven. П. 
In the examples quoted by the 


But if it 


ledge of 


the distinc- 


tive differ- 
Nom ' the 
term 


remains 


still unana- 


lysed. 
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, ? 3 , Ao deo) aX pa > , , 
é dv el ov, [kal Єшє,| éàv айрюу amavTýow, ava- p. 209. 


ПЛАТОМОХ 


piget kai momoe орда добабеи тєрї соў. 


OEAI. AAnbeorara. 


EQ. Iep тт» д:афоротта apa kai т орбт Soka d 


^ м е 4 7 
5 dv єй] EKAOTOU тєрї. 


OEAI. Paiverai ye. 


EQ. То ой» просћа8єі Aóyov тӯ òpôñ SoEn тї 
a v {y , ` * ГА ГА т , 
av Єт. єй]; € uev yap просдоёаса: Aéyet 7) Stapépet 
Tt TOV aAAwY, таро yeAoía yiyverar т éríradis. 


OEAI. Пф; 


EQ. Ov opOnv doéav éxouev ў тб» aArwv ĝa- 
pépet, тойт» тротАа{$ей/ Kedrever uas opOnv Oo£av 
7 Tay GAAwv Siahépe. Kal ойто? Mev oKuTaAdns 7) 
úmepov 7) órov à) A€yerar тєритротт) Trpós таўттуу riv e 
Knowledge 15 €wiragiw ovdey àv Myo,, горло д mapakéàevois àv 


KaAoîro dixatorepov" TO уар, & ёҳоџєу, тайт: прос- 
Aafeiv кєАєйєш, va pabwper а доёаборер, таро yev- 


y , ГД 
valws éoev єското pev. 


т. kai épé,] Bodl. ef ov ёре xai: 
Vat. A. є od epè каї: Ven. Ж. et 
рг. П. «о? ў epè xai (Bekk. 
Stallb.) : cett. «от epè каї: Ven. 
Ж. yp. otav ёре. fj is awkwardly 
remote from its antecedent, and 
sets aside ra d£ bv ef cv, 
which answers to é£ój6aAuor in 
the previous sentence. And the 
ў may have originated in the 
similarity of sound between 7 
and v, as in p. 200. many MSS. 
read ar» for aùroîv. Heindorf's 
conjecture, 6, referring to pry- 
peiov, is unsatisfactory, because 
it is rather the object of sense, 
which, by fitting the pyqyeiov, 
would be said to remind. Hence 
å ёрё xal would seem a fair emen- 
dation. But the above is chosen 
as the simpler, and as accounting 


more naturally for the corrup- 
tion. If it is right, the sentence 
must be supposed to revert by 
а conversational licence to the 
indieative mood. See p. 149, 
тойу каї — dpSdicxovcw, and 
note. Schleiermacher's conjec- 
ture, 7, leaves the subject of 
dvapynoe doubtful. That of the 
Zurich editors, «се ov ёрё xai 
epè, introduces an abrupt and 
awkward inversion. And the 
use of ода in this sense is very 
questionable. 

14. bmépov—mepirpomi] emt rûv 
Ta айтай тоофутоу поћћаҝіѕ Kal 
pnydev dvvóvrov, ў émi rûv raxéos 
рештта. 8 айтп 
npor év “Hpwor каї ё›тайба 
HAárov. (Schol.) ob8év а» Méyo, 
i. e. Agpos dy ety. 


Tt mparrÓvr ov. 
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p.209. ӨЕАІ. ++ el ye 8% re viv 07) ws épóv ervov ; 


EQ. Ei rò Aóyov, © mai, mporAaBeiv yvàvat Ke- 
evel, GAAG ш) добата тту Suahopornra, д0 Xp 
av ein тод kaAA(aTov rv тєрї ётисттиѕ Aoyov. TO 


@EAI. Nat. 


р. 210. yap yravar ётигттђили тоо Aafeiv сті. ў уар; 


ХО. Ovxoiv épwrnfeis, ds Єшкє, ті єттї émi- 
стти, amoxpwetra бт! доба pð) pera ётистуит 
д:афоротттоѕ. Aóyov yàp mpócAxy:s тойт av ei 


kar ekeivov. 


OEAI. “Eoxev. 


EQ. Ka mavr&mací ye єїлбєз, бтофутоь nav 
> , , , , ^ 4 э» , 
emuTy)uv, do€av ava: opÜnv eivat per єЄтигттил 
v , » e ^ ¥ y » 
etre д:афоротттоѕ eire órovoüv. ойтє apa aicOnors, 


5 


19 


@ Otaírgre, ovre доба aAnOns ore per «Або ts 
b Sons Aoyos mporyryvopevos emiaTnun àv єї). 


OEAI. Ox éorxev. 


т. € ye 0j] So the MSS., 
except Vat. A., which has є 8é. 
The Bodleian continues without 
punctuation from  éexoropévo, 
and accents as above. But the 
accents appear to have been add- 
ed by a later hand. Is it possible 
some words may have slipt out ? 
such as Ti обу 84; el ye 7 ri— 
‘Well, what then? For I pre- 
sume your question just now 
implied that you had something 
to say.’ The reading of Vat. 
А. admits of being rendered, 
however, * Well, but if,— what 
were you just now going to 
say, when you asked the ques- 
tion?’ Most of the editors give 
Eiré. The question referred 
to is rò ойу mpocAaBeiv 
Tí dy ёч ein; This is a little 





difficult ; and Badham, retain- 
ing E! &é, most ingeniously con- 
jectures ri viv 8) ûs črepov iré. 
боо, i.e. * what was the sup- 
pressed alternative implied by 
the use of р? But this is 
hardly required. ^ Thestetus 
very properly recals Socrates 
from his unwonted discursive- 
ness. 

3. 98d урш àv ely тоб] The 
genitive is due to a sort of at- 
tractive ethical force in до, cf. 
droma rîs cpuxpo\oyias above. 
Soph. Phil. 81. ФА 98d ydp ro 
kripa ths viens AaBeiv. 

* An amusing sort of creature 
must be our fairest of the ac- 
counts of knowledge !’ 

8. атокрреїтаї] Sc. б Абуов. 

13. фами) éxeivov sc. 

Ee 
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EQ. °Н ov ёт: kvoüpév тї kai wdivoper, à Hire, p. 21c. 


, + , , 
тєрї EMLATHANS, N парта EKTETOKALED ; 


^ a 1 
Though ӨЕАІ. Kai vol ра Af ёуоує màeiw Ñ) ora eixov 
Theetetus و‎ ^ SN у 
has brought €V euauT@ dia сё єїртка. 
forth more SO. Oxo ^ ` , ‹ Мм ел 
Жый ka . Ойкоду raUra pév парта т patevTiKn Tuv 
knew was А p ar a AK: » 
im bim the TEUN avepuaiX фло: yeyernaOa kai ovk аба тро- 
art of So- ^ e 
crates has ps , 
i - , 
pere phia OEAI. Па>»татае: uv ойу. 

i ^ , > 
ae ХО. 'Eav топлу» dAXov pera rabra eyKupov Єтї- c 
inki ^ 5 э D , 
thinking ro Xemrs ylyverOat, à Qeairnre, é&v тє yiyvy, BeArio- 

y , ^ , ^ 
knowswhat yoy exe TANpys Sia THY viv éféracw, бау тє Kevòs 
know. 3 У ` ^ ^ y e , 

Js, ?rTov ёте. Bapds rois сородс: kal прєрфтєров, 
, , э, 307 à \ 5 - 
союфроуоѕ ovk olouevos eiüévai & uy oloda. Toa oUrov 
* , e э ` , , , ^ > , > , 
yàp povov т шт) réx Suvarat, zrAéov дё ovdev, оде 
5 t , м 
15 т. ойда àv oi GAAOL, boot рєуаћо: koi Oavpacit av- 
, 
дрєѕ eioi re kal yeyovacr. Tv Sê дошу Tarn 
, ^ , € ^ ^ 
€yo тє kai 5 илттр єк Óco) éAayopev, т иЄ TOV 
^ * ^ v 
yuvoikGv, êy» бе rÀv véov тє кой yevvalwv kal door d 


KaÀoí. viv pev обу &mavryréov por eig THY той 
зо BaciA€ws стой» émi ryv MeAnrov ypadny, mv pe 
yéypamraw čwbev дё, à Өєодорє, дєдро madw amav- 


TOpev. 


3. Kal vai pa AP éywye meio) 
kai meio, ‘even more, vai pa 
Al’ čywye is interposed. 

9. 'Eàv тойлуу] I. e. * The power 
of rejection is one of the great- 
est powers in thinking.’ 

I9. THY той Васо croáv) 
Indictments for impiety were 


laid before the dpywr Baoieús, 
who was the representative of 
the ancient kings in their ca- 
pacity of High-Priest, as the 
Rex Sacrificulus was at Rome. 
(Smith's Dict. of Ant.) It is 
at this point that the Euthy- 
phro is supposed to open. 


APPENDIX А. 


On some peculiarities of style and idiom in Plato. 


"АМА ob mpórepóv ye, olpar, Өєаітптоѕ év eyoi BogacOnoera, прі» dv ў 
ciuórgs arp rà» Gov ciporirov.ov ёуф édpaxa Budcopdy тї pynpeiov 
map ёно\ ёуспрпуарётр xardbnra. Theat. р. 209 c. 

The words of Socrates, it is said in the Euthyphro (pp. 11, 15), 
are like the works of Dzedalus; they are endued with motion. This 
image expresses the most characteristic peculiarity of Plato's style, 
the source of much both of its beauty and of its difficulty. His 
thoughts are not fixed and dead, like specimens in a museum or 
cabinet, but flying as he pursues them, doubling, hiding, reappear- 
ing, soaring aloft, and changing colour with every change of light 
and aspect. 

The reader of the Theetetus, for example, is disappointed, if he 
looks for perfect consistency with the Republic, or if he expects to 
find the logical statement of a definite theory. The ground is 
shifted several times. One line of inquiry is abandoned, and yet 
the argument presently returns from a new starting-point upon the 
former track. A position is assumed and then relinquished ; —the 
figures are erased,—and yet further discussion is made, not without 
reference to the hypothesis which has been demolished. The doc. 
trine of sense, for instance, is wholly negatived, and yet it cannot 
be said that we are not intended to gather something from it. 

Plato’s metaphors are ‘living creatures’ rather than figures of 
speech; he regards them not as airy nothings, but as realities; he 
recurs to them with fondness, as Lord Bacon does. But no expres- 
sion is ever merely repeated in Plato. If an image is recalled, it is with 
some additional or altered feature: if a conception is resumed, it is 
not merely copied, but a fresh picture is drawn from the life. Even 
in recapitulating, some modification is often made, or the argument 
is carried further. Thus the photograph, as it has been called, of 
the connexion is apt to be blurred, from the thought moving as we 
read. Even in the same passsge, where an ordinary writer would 

ке? 
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be contented with referring to an example or illustration just ad- 
duced, Plato surprises the reader with a different one, which per- 
haps gives a new direction to the current of thought. A fair 
instance of this occurs in Theat. р. 168, where Theodorus says: 
‘It was mere nonsense in me to hope that you would excuse me 
and not compel me to strip for the contest, as the Lacedemonians 
do. You are rather to be compared to Sciron: for they tell one 
cither to strip or go away; but you are rather like Anteus in your 
way of doing business, for you will let no man go till you have 
stripped him (like Sciron) and compelled him to wrestle with you 
(like Antzus).' 

The argument itself (ó Aóyos) is continually personified and is 
spoken of under a Protean variety of figures. 

It is at one time our servant, who must wait our leisure, or who 
runs away from us, or who seems likely to die and vanish away 
‘like a tale. More frequently it has power over us, like a general 
commanding us, like a sea in which we must swim for our lives, 
while it rolls its successive waves over us, or like a wind which car- 
ries us we know not whither. Sometimes ‘its name is legion,’ and 
it is multiplied into a swarm or an impetuous throng. От it takes 
a milder form, as the raft, or dolphin, on which we seek to escape 
from a sea of doubt, or the wall behind which we screen ourselves 
from the driving shower. The Argument talks with us, it goes 
through a subject, takes up a position, hides its face from some 
threatening objection and passes on. It rebukes us for unfair treat- 
ment of itself, it can be insulted, it stands in need of help, it has a 
father, and guardians of its orphanhood. 

This movement or plasticity of ideas, which penetrates the whole 
of Plato's writings, is closely connected with their conversational 
form, and manifests itself in what may be called his poetical use of 
language. 

The observation of both these elements of Plato's style is of im- 
portance to the student, because it saves him from the necessity of 
resorting to some forced construction, or flying to conjecture, upon 
each occasion of grammatical perplexity. . 

1. Conversationalisms. In Plato we often meet with irregularities 
of construction, which in an oration or set treatise would be referred 
to looseness or inelegance of diction, but which only make the dia- 
logue more easy and lively and natural. 

a. Changes of construction. The following are a few out of 
several instances in the Theetetus : 

(1.) p. 144. TÒ yap cepa üvra—rpáov аў elvai—eye pêv обт dv 
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@opnv yeverbar ore ópà yryvopévous. Theodorus begins by 
simply expressing his surprise, but proceeds to dwell upon 
his previous anticipations and experience to account for it. 

(2.) p. 153. 7 8 év тй ux &:5—ктатаі re рабдпрата к.т.\. cf. 
р. 173. omovba) 8 éraipeày ёт dpyás—oùð vap mpárrew mpor- 
torarat abrois. 

The emphasis on the first words causes the sentence to begin 
vaguely, and the construction is determined as it proceeds. 

(3.) p. 167. movnpas фуоҳӯ fer доёаоутаѕ cvyyevn éavris. 

Here, unless something is corrupt, a transition is made to the re- 
flexive pronoun, as if чуут were the subject of So£á(orras : a transi- 
tion from the persons who think to the mind which thinks. 

(4.) р. 172. ойк д» rodpnoee фета (ó Adyos).... e0cAovow 
ісҳорќєсби. He passes from what the argument would say, 
to what certain persons do say. So elsewhere there is often 
а transition from the indefinite singular to the indefinite 
plural. 

To this may be added the occasionally difficult use of the cases of 
nouns : e.g. Thezt. p. 147 ёи тӯ roù пуло? éporzae, without mepi : 
just as we might say in conversation, ‘ the mud-question,' for ‘ the 
question about the mud.’ 

B. Resumption. A thought is frequently resumed in the same 
sentence, for the sake of modifying it, or of particularizing the 
aspect in which it is considered, or merely for the sake of clearness. 
The introduction of the pronoun aùrós, to recall a noun which has 
been thrown back for the sake of emphasis, is a familiar instance of 
this. 

e. g. p. 155. dáv cor dyüpày — rijs Öiavolas т» dÀrÜeiav—cvv- 
é£epevvioopat abràv. 

Perhaps the most marked instance of resumption in the Thex- 
tetus occurs p. 171, paddov 8ё tnd ye éxeivov ópoAoyjcera, órav тф 
rdvavría Aéyovri ёоуҳорӯ а\л@ aùròv Oofá(ew, róre kal ó IIporayópas 
abrós ovyxopnoerat, 

y. Redundancy. There are other ways in which regularity of 
construction is sacrificed to fulness of expression. 

e.g. p. 153. “Ет: ойу со Aéyo vgveuías re kai yadnvas xai бта 
тоаўта, бті at pêv Houxiat сўтоџс: cai dmroAAvaci, rà 8’ repa 
wate, 

р. 172. robs Adyous év єірђур émi тхо\+ mow)vra, Somep Hpeis 
vuvi трїтоу ўт Aóyov ёк Adyou peradapPBdvopey, ойто xdxeivoi, 
€üv abrovs ó éreOdv тоў прокерёоо paddov, кабатер pas, 
арєтү. 
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р. 199. №) yàp ёҳе» тў» ётістрпу rovrov olóv re, GAN’ érépav avr’ 
éxeivns, Srav—dvO érépas érépav драртӧ» AáBg, Gre dpa rà êv- 
Seka 8Ф8ека фір elvai, ri» rev Edexa émiorHuny буті Tis rûv 

8фдека XaBóv, тђу év éavrQ olov þárrav dvri перістераѕ. 
Ап occasional consequence of this fulness of expression is the de- 
ferred apodosis, which sometimes occurs, especially after deep: 


e. g. Rep. 402 “Qowep dpa —————-. "Ар оф», ô Aéyo, mpds Gear, où- 
Tos k. T. A. Theæt. p. 207. domep üv—obro roivvv x. T. А. 


8. Also connected with the conversational form of Plato's writ- 
ings, and the plastic, growing condition of his thoughts, is the im- 
perfect kind of argument which he sometimes employs. It is a 
saying of Aristotle's that Dialectic deals tentatively with those sub- 
jects on which Philosophy dogmatizes, (7 d:adexrixy терастит) тєрї 
dv ý pAocodia yrwpicrixy) ; and Bacon speaks of a Socratic induc- 
tion. To this, and to a certain economy used towards the respond- 
ent, is to be attributed the frequency of the argument from example 
(the example often covering more ground than seems quite fair,) 
and of the inference, by means of simple conversion, from particular 
to universal. 

The immaturity of the science of logic no doubt renders this mode 
of reasoning more easy and natural than it could be in a later age, 
but it is not explained without allowing for the fact that the inquiry 
is conducted, at least on the part of the respondent, in a tentative 
and inductive spirit. 

An instance occurs in the Theetetus p. 159, when it is argued 
that if what is different is dissimilar, then whatever is dissimilar is 
wholly different, and what is similar is the same. That Plato was 
fully aware of the inconclusiveness of the form of argument thus 
ironically adopted, appears from Protag. p. 350, where Socrates is 
checked for it by Protagoras, who says, "Eyeye éperrfeis rd ao, el 
ol dvdpeion барра\ёо elciv, apodrdynoa’ el dé kai of барра\ёо. dvdpeior, 
ойк porny’ el уар pe róre ўроу, elrov dy бті où mrávres. 

And sometimes, even where an instance is really meant to 
cover a large conclusion, its power is ostensively limited with per- 
suasive modesty: аз in Theet. p. 152. Фартасіа dpa kai aicOnois raù- 
тд» ёу тє Beppots koi mâs rois тообто. ——Aic@yois dpa той буто$ 
dei dort. 

Ib. p. 204. Tardy dpa čv ye rois бта è$ ёр\брой dari, тб re rûv 
mpocayopevopev каї rà тарта. 

«. It is difficult to separate between the conversational and the 
poetical element in Plato. Their combination gives him the power 
of ‘saying any thing.’ Just as there is a freedom of expression 
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possible in conversation, which we feel to be impossible in writing, 
or as the poet can express with grace and dignity what by other 
lips were better left unsaid. 

II. This leads us to the Poetical use of language. Plato’s words 
have frequently a different value from any that could be given them 
by a mere prose writer. The language as well as the thought is 
instinct with a creative power, which gives it a dramatic vividness 
and refinement; at times even a dithyrambic cadence, or a lyrical 
intensity. The poet whom Plato most resembles in this is So- 
phocles; but his style may be regarded as the mirror of all Greek 
literature. 

a. Poetical use of single words. 

(1) Choice of a more sensuous expression (mpd óppárov тошу). 

p. 150. évapyis бт: for ёо» drs (* as clear as day’). 
. 154. tavra rà фасџрата. 
. 156. ewvexmimrovaa kal yevvapérn. 
160. р) rraíov rij diavoig. 
162. Siwrvyios pAvapia. 
р. 165. сфаћеіѕ yap fjrrov doxnyornces. 
р. 169. par’ eb £vykexópaow. 
p.171. тайту dv—ioracdas róv Aóyov. 
p.172. dvdyknv éxwy ó дут:дікос (wielding coercion). 
p. 202. тадта—пєритрёҳокта macs mpoodiper bat. 
To which may be added the ‘ hypocoristic’ use of diminutives. 
р. 149. фаррака. 
р. 195. édv rov opixpdy ў rò qyvxápiov. 
(2) Use of Epic words, the meaning of which is sometimes 
spiritualized. 
р. 149. paias yevraias xai BXoavupás. 
р. 162. áfios оф$' évós povov. 
p. 174. тоф S8áAAovra. 
р. 189. rovro уар por ivBddNerar Ouavoovpévg. 
р. 194. “Отар roivv» hdovdy rov rà кёар ў. 

(3) Playing upon a word. 

р. 150. ečpnpa. Cf. Soph. Œd. Tyr.1108. 
р. 152. rj» dA detay. 

p. 181. robs péovras. 

P.194. тд THs Yuyns кёар. 

р. 208. ddndéorarov emoripns Мбүоу. 

Closely related to this is (4) the etymological use of words: i. e.^ 
when, by dwelling upon its etymology, a word is made to express 
something different from, or more than, its ordinary meaning. 


"vU 
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р. 149. ёт: @\Моуо$ obra rjv Aoxeíav eiAnyer. 

р. 152. (perhaps) ёоџферѓёсдо» (let them march опе way). 

р. 161. rà dpdiBpdpia adrod ds 4\]0Ф< èv кбк\ф mepiüpexréov. 

р. 193. Somep of čura trodovpevor mapadddgas. 

p.198. Tpóxeipor 8° ойк elge rî Duavoíg. — 

(5) Poetical use of particles: e. g. the frequent use of dpa, helping 
to keep up the idea that Socrates is repeating what he has heard, 
the occasionally difficult reference with ydp (р. 152. ola yap—and 
note), the hyperbaton of «ai (p. 154. xal р» бүшүє. p. 190. daréov 
òè каї co. rò jjua—), and generally the dramatic liveliness, with 
which successive clauses are contrasted, as if each were put into the 
mouth of a different person. Speech thus becomes literally a * self- 
dialogue.’ See especially p. 155, ê pù) mpórepov fv, Ма Фотеро>» 
тобто «мц: and р. 190, бт mavrds uüXXov—ós mavròs paddov—as 
mavrámaci äpa—ós dvdyxn—, with which the supposed answers of 
the mind to itself are introduced. 

Compare Phil. 38. ri more dpa ст: тд тара rijv тетра» rolê’ éarávax 
Qavra(ópevov Ўтб rim dévdpq. 

В. The same poetical energy shows itself in the expansion of 
some of the ordinary forms of grammar. In this also Plato reflects 
the general tendency of the Greek language. 

(1) Apposition. The use of the apposition of clauses (as a form 
of epexegesis) deserves to be reckoned among the more salient 
peculiarities of Plato’s style. One example from the Theztetus will 
suffice to indicate what is meant. 

р. 175. там» ab rà dvricrpopa drodiswow'— Муу» тє аф’ 
tynAod xpepacbels—ddnpovay re kal dmopü» ка\ BapBapifor— 
yAwra—rapéxe: x.t.4.—where another writer would probably 
have inserted уар. 

Sometimes a sentence is thus placed in apposition with a pronoun 
such as тодто (p. 189 ad fin.) or 6 (p. 158.) Compare the use of rò 
82 e. g. p. 157. А slightly different use is that of the accusa- 
tive in apposition to the sentence, which ‘пау be viewed as an 
extension of the ‘ cognate accusative.’ Instances of this are p. 153, 
émi тойто тд» коАоффу»а к.т.А.; p. 161, rà анфиёрбша аўто? к.т.№. 
(Many of the examples of resumption and redundancy above referred 
to would fall grammatically under this head.) 

(2) Attraction. E.g. where a main verb was to be expected, we 
find a participle. It can be accounted for; but there is reason to 
believe that it is partly due to the neighbourhood of another participle, 
or of some word that is usually construed with a participle. 
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p.173. rois 8€ той juerépov ҳоро mórepov Bower BehOdvres ў éd- 
cavres náv ётї тд» Aóyov третореба ; where we should have 
expected dceAdwper. 

p. 150. тд pêv mpôrov paivoyrat xai mávv duabeis, mavres 8è троой- 
ons tis cvvovcias Üavpagróv ёсоу émdiddvres, Фу abroig тє xai 
тоф @ААо Soxovow : where, but for the proximity of és—, 
émidibóvres would probably have been émididdacw. See also 
Aafóv, p. 199. which but for érayv—Ad8y would be AaBdvra. 

у. To the same self-consciousness of language which betrays itself 
in the foregoing instances may be attributed the minuteness of anti- 
thesis, which, though common everywhere in Greek, is strikingly 
so in Plato. 

р. 150. ёрод 8 xarapporncavres, ў айтої in’ dAXov mewÜévres. 


p. 151. ёш 8 éd, xal там» ойто émdiddacw; where the sub- 
jects of the two verbs are opposed. 


р. 197. €i 8vvaróv ойто xexrnpévov pi ёе, GAN’ damep к.т. X. 


8. This power of refining upon language is turned to account in 
adapting the mode of expression to the exigencies of the argument. 


E. g. p. 152, where we are gradually led from the example of 
the wind, which one man feels cold, and another not, to the 
position that sensation is the correlative of reality. See 
also pp. 758, 159, where, as the argument proceeds, (črepov) 
GXov rovro бАф éxeívo is substituted for drws érepov. 

«. The care which is taken of the rhythm is a further peculiarity 
of Plato's style, and may be treated as a poetical element. This is 
especially noticeable (1) in the manner in which quotations from 
poetry are shaded off so as to harmonize with the surrounding 
prose, and, (2) in the occasional elaboration of prose writing to 
something like a metrical cadence. 


(1.) p. 173. In the quotation from Pindar, gépera is probably 
substituted for mérera (see note on the passage), the words rà ёті- 
педа yewperpodoa are inserted, and rûv бутор éxáarov čov is added at 
the close. Thus the poetical language is interwoven with the sen- 
tence, so as to embellish it without interrupting its harmony. 


р. 194. The substitution of the Attic xéap for the Homeric кӯр 
is probably due to a similar motive. 


(2.) Dithyrambic and lyric cadences are more frequent in some 
other dialogues than in the Thextetus. See especially Sympos. pp. 
196, 197, the close of Agathon's speech, especiall the last few 
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lines, in which the rhetorical antitheses have more the effect of 
rhythm than of argument: Phædr. 238, 241, alibi: Rep. 546, 7; 
617,8; and several places of the Timæus, e. g. р. 47, àv ó р) ф\б- 
coos тоф\әдеіѕ d8upspevos д» Opnvoi pdr». With such passages may 
be compared Theat. 175, 6, oùðé у dppoviay Adywv Aafóvros dpbas 
Vuvrcat бебу re xal dvdpav ev8aipdver Biov d\n]. 

The same power shows itself more slightly in an occasional inver- 

sion of the order of words for the sake of emphasis. 
р. 158. of pêv Өєої airay otevra: elvai. 
p. 160. xarà д Upwraydpay rò» cojérarov mávre» ҳрпрато» üv- 
Üpwrrov рётро> elvai. 

f. А few words may be added in conclusion on the artificial 
structure of Plato's dialogues, of which the Theetetus is acknow- 
ledged to be a prominent example. 

There is a unity in each of them, approaching to that of a living 
organism :—the spirit of the whole breathing in every part:—a 
continuity independent of the links of question and answer, by 
which it appears to be sustained; which may be viewed apart from 
the scenery and the changes of persons, and the passages of hu- 
mour and pleasantry by which it seems to be interrupted, 

And while it is comparatively easy to distinguish the principal 
stages of the argument, yet there is such a dovetailing and inter- 
penetration of the parts, that it is difficult to adopt an exact division 
without doing violence to the real harmony, or even to mark the 
exact point of transition from one hypothesis to another. 

Ап instance of this is the way in which the reader is prepared for 
the argument from the idea of expediency, which may be said to be 
anticipated as early as p. 157, dyabdy каї калбу. (Compare the anti- 
cipation, at the very beginning of the dialogue, p. 144, ётескерареб' 
йу el povorxds фу Ayen of the conclusion arrived at p. 179, eo$órepóv 
re Ahoy ov elvai kai róv pèv тобто pérpov elvai, x. T. A.) The dif- 
ficulty of reconciling the ideas of goodness and wisdom with the 
doctrine of sense appears more distinctly in the defence of Prota- 
goras, p. 167, and presses for solution as an element of the common 
opinion of men, p. 170, xai £v ye rois peyiorois kiwðúvors——rapà 
opiow. 

These two passages have prepared the way for the statement in 
рр. 171, 2, of the ‘ semi-Protagoreanism’ of those who will not ven- 
ture to say that every creature knows what is for its own health, 
nor that every individual and every state knows equally what is ex- 
pedient in legislation. When а breach has thus been made in the 
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enemy’s lines of (defence, a rest is afforded to the reader by the 
vision of the Divine Life which follows, in which, however, the 
ideas of wisdom and holiness and righteousness have a direct 
bearing upon the conclusion towards which we are being carried 
step by step, and its effect upon the tone of the discussion is 
apparent in the words p. 177, mAjy el ris тд буора Aéyor roUro 8 mov 
ordpp’ йу ein mpós ё Aéyouev' oùxi; к.т.А. At this point the argu- 
ment from Expediency is fully entered into. But it is difficult to say 
exactly where it began. 

A similar gradation may be observed in the development of the 
difficulty about false opinion. 

Note also the artfulness of the transition from sensation to 
thought, pp. 184-187, and from ‘true opinion’ to ‘true opinion 
giving an account of itself,’ p. 201. 

And while the earlier part is written with a view to what is in 
reserve, the previous discussion is not forgotten as the inquiry pro- 
ceeds, See р. 194, å 8) дута xadeirat, compared with p. 152, ё д7 
paper elvat, ойк dpOds: and p. 209, pynpeiov тар éuol évonunvapévn kará- 
@yrat,—an application of the (relinquished) conception of the waxen 
block. 

Plato’s philosophy has been compared to a building, of which the 
Republic is the superstructure, while the other dialogues are the 
pillars and fretted vaults upon which it rests. 

The image fails to give an adequate idea of the perfection of Art, 
—or rather of Nature conscious of itself,—which gives harmony, 
but not regularity, a growing, not a fixed, consistency, both to the 
parts and to the whole. 

His writings are the creations of a great master, whose sketches 
are worked up into the larger monuments of his genius, a cycle sur- 
rounding an eternal Epic poem, bound together by the unity not 
merely of a particular age and country, but of an individual mind. 
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p ov. 
$ 1. Тнк most familiar use of u} où is after verbs of fearing and 
the like, with the subjunctive*: where a fear is expressed that some- 


thing is not, or will not be; e.g. Plat. Men. p. 89. mpds ri BAérav 
Üvexepaíveis avrà каї йтиттеїс‚, ш) ойк emeornpn ў ў dperh ; 


But there are other cases of a different kind, in which р) où has 
only the force of a single negative. 


, These are, (1) With a conditional participial clause depending on 
а negative sentence, e. g. 


Hdtus.II. 1 10. о? of тєтош}т@а‹ ёруа old тєр Xecóarpi тф Alyurriq. 
T обкоу дікаіоу elva lordvar Eumpoobe rûv éxeivov й>абтий- 


Tov, pù) ойк tmepBaddAdpevor roio: &pyouwn. 


Hdtus. VI. 106. eiváry 8€ oix ёеейсєсдш ёфата>, pù où mAnpeos 
édvros той KUKAov. 


Soph. Œd. Rex, 220. où yàp dv paxpay txvevoy abrós, р) ойк êxa» 
rt aopBoAov. 


(2.) With an infinitive or participle dependent on a negative sen- 
tence, when the clause so introduced explains or supplements that 
which is denied. What is so explained has of course something in 
it of a privative meaning. The commonest instances are those of 
verbs of refraining, being able (to avoid), admitting (a negative), 
and denying; e. g. 

Soph. Œd. Col. 361. ies yap ob kev ye, тойт’ eyo capûs čorba, 
р) oÙxt дєр’ ёроі $épovaá ri. 
Soph. Œd. Rex, 1088. où rév”Odvprov dmeipwv, à Kifaipàv, ойк 
*o* ж 


ce р) où сє ye к. T. À. 


a To the same head should proba- have been unable to find an example. 
bly be referred the use after aloxvopa: But for the converse, see Plat. Gorg. 


with the infinitive, mentioned by Rost р. 461. усҳбубу и) mpocopodoyjaas. 
(Grammatik, p. 764.) ; of which I 


APPENDIX В. 221 


Soph. Antig. 540. д1—р' тийер тд ш) où дарєіу тє civ то — 

Œd. Col. 572. £évov у dv ойдё” bv, беттер od viv фтектратто{ илуу 
р) où тууєкоФ{еу. 

Plat. Pheed. 72. ris unxávg p) ойі mávra dvadwOnva eis тд re- 
Ovavat ; 

Ib. 88. oi8evi mpoonxes Óávarov барроўут p) ойк dvonrws Bappeiv. 

Ib. éxeivo pnxére ovyxepoi, p) où roveiv айтт>—. 

Symp. 197. ris ёуаутіобјаєтаи py obyi  Eporos elvari codiay ; 

Gorg. 461. (1. c.) pi) mporopokoynrar—pi odxi. Ibid. riva он 
drapyncer bat р) obxi— ; | 

(3.) With the infinitive or participle after аѓсҳрбу écrs, and some 
other expressions of reproach. 


Plat. Theet. p. 151. aloxpov р) où mavri трбтф mpobvpeicba б ті 
т Exes Myew. 

Plat. Soph. p. 219. тў» Onpevrixiy áXoyov pù où réavew Six. 

Plat. Symp. тол) voia ш) obx év re каї rabróv ўуєісба тд кало. 

Plat. Phed. 85. uj obyi тарт! rpómo éAéyyew— mávv/ padbaxod 
dv8pós. 

Soph. Œd. Rex, 9vedAyrros yàp й» «iv, roxivüe pù ob karowreipov 
pay. 


§ 2. 

1. There is a simple and obvious explanation of the two passages 
of Herodotus, which may perhaps be found with some modification 
to apply to the other cases above mentioned. 

Both in II. 110. and VI. тоб. the clause introduced with u} où 
expresses not a merely hypothetical condition, but a condition which 
was also a fact. It is not merely said that Dareius should not stand 
before the image if his deeds were inferior, it is also asserted that 
they were inferior. The Spartans did not say that they would not 
come unless it was full moon, but that they would not come on the 
ninth day, because the moon was not then full. 

The same explanation applies to Soph. Œd. Rex, 220. CEdipus 
says, not ‘ that he could not have made the investigation, unless he 
had had some clue:' but that * not having any thing to guide him, it 
was impossible for him to conduct the investigation by himself.’ 

In all these instances therefore où is clearly significant: not de- 
stroying the negative force of uj, but strengthening into a subordi- 
nate assertion what might otherwise be understood as an hypothesis. 
It gives a degree of objective reality to the clause, and brings it into 
prominence as an integral part of the predication. 
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But why is this only done when the whole sentence is negative ? 
For instance, why could not the priest have said, ‘ дє» abràv проско- 
véew rà éxeivou dvaOnpyata, ш) ойк bmepBadAdpevoy тоїсі Epyoure ? 

The answer is probably to be sought (1) in the tendency of nega- 
tive particles in Greek to multiply themselves,—which acts here in 
two ways, the negative turn of the sentence leading the mind on- 
wards to a further negative, and the negation in the principal clause 
making it necessary to strengthen the subordinate but independent 
negative expression :—(2) in the indefiniteness of the negative sen- 
tence, which makes the necessity of avoiding ambiguity to be more 
distinctly felt. ` 

2. These last remarks apply equally to the second case, that of 
negative sentences, (or interrogative with negative meaning,) to 
which a negative clause is appended, explanatory of that which in 
the chief clause is denied. But it is less easy here to determine the 
exact significance of où. ‘he subordinate clause in this case does 
not run parallel to the whole sentence, but to a part of it, i.e. it 
corresponds, not to what is negatively asserted, but to what is denied. 
Still it is a fair hypothesis that it is not merely subordinate, but that 
it enters into the predication. It is co-ordinate with the predicate, if 
we do not include in that term the negative particle. It is a fact con- 
sistent with this hypothesis, that what is thus introduced with pi ov 
is generally dwelt upon with some emphasis, and is often more im- 
portant to the sense than the preceding verb, which has something 
of an auxiliary character. Thus Plato Phed. 72, ris unxém ш) ойу 
závra dvakwOjva, might be more briefly expressed thus, 

rûs où тарта а>а\ебтутета!; 
and ib. 88. odderi mpoonne: Óávarov Oappodyre pù ойк дуођтоѕ барреїў, is 
nearly equivalent to офдеїў dv Óávarov appóv oix avonrws барройу. 

It is not necessary for the validity of an hypothesis of this kind to 
show that where oi is omitted, (as in Soph. Œd. Rex, 1388. oix д» 
éoxduny rò рў°токАеїтш тойрд» áÜMov дёраѕ. Philoct. 348. od толду 
xpóvov p éreo xov py pe vavaroAéiv таҳо,) the clause is purely subordi- 
nate, though the case would be considerably strengthened if this 
could be proved. Апа though an account could be given of both 
the above instances, (in the first the remoteness from fact of an 
imaginary act in past time, in the second the emphasis being on 
éreo xov, and his ‘ not sailing’ being in this case so purely imaginary), 
still it is better, especially when dealing with poetical instances, not 
to seem to strain them to our theory. It is noticeable that oddéy 
cove is generally followed by the infinitive without either p) ог ш} 
od. It is in effect an affirmative expression. 
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3. 'The last case is in form nearly analogous to the first, with this 
difference, that the clause introduced with ш} ot, instead of being 
co-ordinate with the predicate, is itself the subject of the sentence. 
Here u) indicates that the expression is hypothetical, while où shows 
that what is thus supposed is conceived of objectively, and as taking 
place in the region of fact. The supposition generally refers to the 
case which is immediately before the speaker, and it is usually a 
supposition of something not done in that case. Here a ‘ negative 
instance’ comes to our aid. Soph. Œd. Rex, 12. 9vadAygros yàp йу 
«їх Torávðe ph ob korowreipov 28рау. But ib. 76. тпикаўт ёуф kaxós 
ph 9pàv dv cinv та>@ бо” dv noi Oeds. Again, Plat. Soph. 1. c. dAeyov 
р) où réuvew. But, where it is a mere abstract supposition, rûs où 
ToÀÀ; droyia—yvava тї» puxe pydév. (Theet. 199.) ойк Фоуоу py 
—eiv, (Phd. 62.) 

What has been already said of the tendency of negatives in Greek 
to suggest negatives must be applied to this case also. Thus: калбу 


ёсті, py—. ale xpóv ёст: р) ot —. b 


$3. 

Although the MS. authority for od in Thezt. 153. a. is weak, 
(Раг. C. E. Flor. a. с. Palat. Coisl. ex em. Ven. II. ex em. Раг. B. 
ex em.), yet the comparison of similar passages, especially Phied. 
88. одем mpoojxe Üávarov Üappo)rr: рђ ойк dvonrws ÓOappeiw, tends 
strongly to confirm the reading which has been retained in the text. 
According to Hermann, the omission of où in such cases is a fre- 
quent error: and, after what has been said above, it may perhaps 
be added, that the use of ш} où is in harmony with the general vivid- 
ness and reality with which the whole passage is conceived. 


b It is possible that the use of pj should have been placed under this 
où after such expressions as ойк dy rather than the foregoing head, 
duvaipny, ovdepia unxávr, Tis pnxdvn, 
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eldos, idea, 


$ 1. The words elos and i&éa are throughout nearly synonymous 
in Greek, but there is a tendency observable to a difference in their 
use, perhaps in some way connected with the difference of gender. 

eidos seems earlier to have shaken itself clear of metaphor, 
and to have settled into an abstract meaning. Thus in Thucyd. 
П. 20 тд elðos rîs vógov means simply the nature of the disease, but 
in П. 21 rotary 7» êri та» rip i8éav, should be translated, * was such 
in its general phenomena.’ Here {дќа calls up a picture, while «до 
simply designates a class or kind of thing. So паса i8éa—6avárov 
Thuc. III. 81 is not * every kind of death,’ but * death in every 
form.' 

$ 2. The word «оғ occurs frequently in Plato in its ordinary 
sense. Thus in Theat. p. 157. dvOpwmdy re ríÜevrat kai didov xai каб 
кастоу {adv тє xai el8os, the word is scarcely more abstract than in 
Herodotus I. 94. rà —róv matywéov єдєа. 

А more philosophical application of the same use occurs p. 181, 
where we have the дуо 187 xwijceos. 

§ 3. But it occurs also in a more abstract sense, which we may 
possibly be right in attributing to Socrates, as a distinctly logical 
term. elos then means a class, or species, as that to which parti- 
cular things are referred, which contains them, and marks them off 
from others, and which itself answers to their definition. See Thez- 
tetus, p. 148. ravras modAds ойсаѕ évi «де пераве. р. 205. els тай- 
тд» épmémroxev ў cvdAAaBH elos exeivo. 

$ 4. It may be doubted whether in Plato the word «dos ever loses 
entirely the association of its earliest meaning (in which he fre- 
quently employs it) of outward appearance, form. (See Ast, Lex. 
sub voc.) But as it approaches to its technical use in his philo- 
sophy, it tends to regain metaphorically the association of visible 
shape, which in a literal sense it has cast off. ‘The metaphor is not 
perfect, however, until the word has been changed (о гда. Or if we 
choose to put it so, elðos expresses the general shape and contour of 
a thing; lðéa implies also the colour and the whole appearance. 
«iBos is a colourless id¢a, See Theet. p. 203. Fv rı yeyovós elðos, (дау 
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plav аўто abro) êxo». And there is a real difference underlying the 
figurative one. For a comparison of passages tends to prove that 
«los is applied to the universal forms of existence as they are dis- 
tinct from one another; i8éa rather as each of them has a unity in 
itself. Thus in Theat. 1. с. we have & re yeyovds «дос, iBéav piav 
aUTà aüToU £xov, črepov 86 rà» отоҳєіоус. Again, p. 204. pia idea ёё 
касту тӧу avvapuorróvrov arouelov ycyvouévg. Ib, & re elðos črepov 
rûv rdvrav pepôv. р. 205. ша ris ida dyuépwrros суа) dy en. 
205. каї pia égriv idea. Cf. supr. p. 184. eis шау той ldéav—ovv- 
теє. 

It should be noticed, that іп the above passages the use of both 
words is in a transition state, assuming rather the form of an adapt- 
ation of the ordinary use, than of technical phraseology. Plato 
may perhaps be teaching the doctrine of ideas by example; but he 
does not avowedly give to the words the ‘ second intention’ with 
which they are used in many passages to express the eternal forms 
of Being. There is also an intermediate transition noticeable in the 
use of іда, from the abstract to the concrete, i. e. it passes, by a kind 
of synecdoche, from meaning the sum of the attributes to mean that 
to which they belong. So in Thuc. 1. с. таса i8éa Bavárov =ĝÂávaros 
ndons léas. And in Theat. 1. с. pia lðéa is used synonymously with 
év elBos, lBéav pilav айтд abro? êxov. It is more to the purpose, how- 
ever, to observe generally, that the word «доғ tends to a use at 
once more logical (črepov elðos, Serra «18у, Kar’ «їду dtiords, kar’ єї) 
répvew) and more concrete : (the /8éa is spoken of as inherent in it): 
the word [а to one more metaphysical, (eis play lðéav cuvopûvra 
dyew rà ro\\ax Steomappéva, piav Bav д8: ro\\ûv партр BiaTeTapevny 
ixavàs OiaicÜáverai,) more abstract, and at the same time more figu- 
rative. 

The word 18а is a fair symbol of the union of.reason and imagin- 
ation in Plato. 


© Cf. Rep. p. 544. fj Tiva АА» ёҳез ibéay томтеав, fj ris xal фу «бе бафауег 
ти кета. 
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*Q Oavpacte, © daruóvie, û éraîpe, $ mere. 


These and the like phrases аге apt to be slurred over in trans- 
lating or interpreting Plato, from the frequency of their recurrence 
and the difficulty of appreciating their exact force in each connexion. 
They belong to that conversational sprightliness and play of fancy 
which it is impossible to bind to any rule. 

Here, as elsewhere, Plato carries further an existing tendency of 
the Greek language. Such addresses as daipmdve, Sarpovin, Gee, in 
Homer (Il. VI. 407, 486, 518, 521. cf. Plat. Rep. 344. à Satuovte 
Opacipaxe) vary in signification according to the mood of the 
speaker. The same may be said of & данбие, ф нё\є, in Aristo- 
phanes. 

In Plato the variety of such addresses is much greater, and the 
variety of their meaning greater still. They can often be more 
perfectly rendered by a changed expression of the voice or counte- 
nance, than by any words. АП that can be said of them generally 
is, that they give an increased intensity to the tone of the conver- 
sation at the moment, whether this be grave or humorous, respect- 
ful, ironical or familiar. 

à Éavpácie in its simplest use conveys a remonstrance, ‘I wonder 
at you.’ The most decided instance is in the Phedo, p. 117. Olov, 
фп, mowire, & Oavpdown. ‘ What are you doing! Iam amazed at 
you.’ It may also sometimes convey admiration. But it is fre- 
quently used where the subject of wonder or surprise has nothing to 
do with the person addressed: e.g. Cratyl. 439, where it indicates 
Socrates' intense interest in the mystery of the Ideas. Compare the 
use of the form of congratulation Ф paxdpie (see Aristoph. Nub. 167.) 
to express Socrates' own delight at some great discovery: e. g. 
Rep. 432, where Justice is discovered; Phd. 69, where Socrates 
congratulates himself as well as Simmias on the superiority of the 
philosophic life.—So when Hamlet says, * О good Horatio, I'll take 
the ghost's word for a thousand pound,'the address is prompted 
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not this time by Horatio’s worth, but by the relief caused to his 
own mind by the discovery of the king's guilt. Thus in Theat. 
р. 151. & &avpácte can hardly be rendered except by a note of ad- 
miration. ‘ Do you know that many have been ready to bite me!’ 

Nearly the same is true of 2 даџбие, р. 180, though it here retains 
a slight tone of remonstrance. ‘ Disciples, my good sir!’ ‘ Disciples, 
did you say?’ While in p. 172 it wears quite a different expression, 
conveying really Socrates’ admiration for the philosophic life, and is 
more difficult to render. ‘Ah! my good friend, this is not the first 
time I have observed how natural it is that a philosopher should 
make a poor figure at the bar!’ 

The affectionate confidence and familiarity expressed in 2 éraipe, 
& Фе, & Фе éraipe, acquires, in à ре, a degree of humorous or 
triumphant gaiety. Theæt. p. 178. Ni Ala, ù pede, * My dear fellow! 
I should rather think he did.’ 

The use of quaint adjurations and addresses in Shakspeare affords 
an interesting illustration of this feature of Plato's style. 


ERRAT A. 


Page xxiv. line 20. for invocation read invention 
xxviii. line 5. for бетид» read Seopudv 
xxxvi. line 8. for hard read had 
Ixxxiii. line 25. for experiences read experience 
152. c. St., add note on тёссофоғ) I. e. ‘Wiser even than we 
esteemed him ; referring to copy ávbpa above. 
In the note on p. 155. b. St., for éuod той фүкоу read той букоо ёро 
208. line 18. ѓскёто pévy read icxoruutvo 
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M.A., Assistant Master at Rugby School. In Parts. 


Part II. Hannibal's Campaign in Italy, Extra fcap..8vo. cloth, 1s. 6d. 


In the Press, 
Part I. The Caudine Forks. Part III. The Disaster of Pydna. 


Ovid. Selections for the use of Schools. With Introductions and 
Notes, and an Appendix on the Roman Calendar. By W. Ramsay, M.A. 
Edited by С. С. Ramsay, M.A., Professor of Humanity, Glasgow. Ext. fcap. 8vo. 
cloth, 4s. 6d, 

Persius, The Satires. With a Translation and Commentary. Ву 
John Conington, M.A., late Corpus Professor of Latin in the University of 
Oxford. Edited by Henry Nettleship, M.A., formerly Fellow of Lincoln College, 
Oxford. 8vo., cloth, 7s. ба. 

Pliny. Selected Letters (for Schools). By the late C. E. Prichard, M.A., 
formerly Fellow of Balliol College, Oxford, and E. R. Bernard, M.A., Fellow of 
Magdalen College, Oxford. Extra fcap. 8vo., cloth, 3s. 

Fragments and Specimens of Early Latin. With Introduction, 
Notes, and Illustrations. By John Wordsworth, M.A., Fellow of Brasenose 
College, Oxford. 


Selections from the less known Latin Poets. By North Pinder, 
M.A., formerly Fellow of Trinity College, Oxford. Demy 8vo. clotb, 155. 


Passages for Translation into Latin. For the use of Passmen and 
others. Selected by J. Y. Sargent, M.A., Tutor, formerly Fellow, of Magdalen 
College, Oxford. Second Edition. Ext. fcap. 8vo. cloth, эз. 6d. 


II. MENTAL AND MORAL PHILOSOPHY. 


The Elements of Deductive Logic, designed mainly for the use of 
Junior Students in the Universities. By T. Fowler, M.A., Fellow and Tutor 
of Lincoln College, Oxford. Fourth Edition, with a Collection of Examples. 
Extra fcap. 8vo. clotb, 3s. 6d. 

The Elements of Inductive Logic, designed mainly for the use of 
Students in the Universities. By the same Author. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 6s. 
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Principles of Morals. By J. M. Wilson, B.D., President of Corpus 
Christi College, Oxford, and T. Fowler, M.A., Fellow and Tutor of Lincoln 
College, Oxford. Preparing. 


A Manual of Political Economy, for the use of Schools. By J. E. 


Thorold Rogers, M.A., formerly Professor of Political Economy, Oxford. Second 
Edition, Extra fcap. 8vo. clotb, 4s. 6d. 


The Logic of Hegel; being Part I. of the Encyclopaedia of the 
Philosophical Sciences. Translated by William Wallace, M. A., Fellow and 
Tutor of Merton College. In the Press. 


III. MATHEMATICS, &c. 


Acoustics. By W. F. Donkin, M.A., F.R.S., Savilian Professor of Astro- 
nomy, Oxford. Crown 8vo. clotb, 7s. 6d. А 


An Elementary Treatise on Quaternions. Ву Р.С. Tait, M.A., Pro- 
fessor of Natural Philosophy in the University of Edinburgh; formerly Fellow of 
St. Peter's College, Cambridge. Demy 8vo. cloth, t2s. 6d. 


Book-keeping. By R. G. C. Hamilton, Accountant to the Board 
of Trade, and John Ball (of the Firm of Messrs. Quilter, Ball, and Co.), Ex- 
aminers in Book-kceping for the Society of Arts’ Examination. Third Edition. 
Extra feap. Svo. limp cloth, 1s. 6d. 


Tho Scholar’s Arithmetic. By Lewis Hensley, M.A., formerly Fellow 
and Assistant Tutor of Trinity College, Cambridge. Crown 8vo. cloth, 4s. 6d. 
Just published. 


Figures made Easy: a first Arithmetic Book. (Introductory to * The 
Scholar's Arithmetic,’ by the same Author) Crown 8vo. limp cloth, 6d. 


Answers to tho Examples in Figures made Easy, together with two 
thousand additional Examples, formed from the Tables in the same, with Answers. 
By the same Author. Crown 8vo. cloth, 1s. 


A Course of Lectures on Pure Geometry. By Henry J. Stephen 
Smith, M.A., F.R.S., Fellow of Balliol College, and Savilian Professor of Geometry 
in the University of Oxford. 

A Treatiso on Electricity and Magnetism. By J. Clerk Maxwell, 
M.A., F.R.S., Professor of Experimental Physics in the University of Cambridge. 
In two volumes. Demy 8vo. cloth, 11. 11s. 6d. 

A Series of Elementary Works is being arranged, and will shortly be announced. 


IV. HISTORY. 


A Manual of Ancient History. By George Rawlinson, M.A., Camden 
Professor of Ancient History, formerly Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford. Demy 
Svo. cloth, 145. 


Solect Charters and other Illustrations of English Constitutional 
History; from the Earliest Times to the Reign of Edward I, Arranged and edited 
by W. Stubbs, M.A., Regius Professor of Modern History in the University of 
Oxford. Crown 8vo. cloth, 8s. 6d. 

A Constitutional History of England. By the same Author. Nearly 
ready. 


A History of France, down to the year 1453. With Maps and Plans. 
By G. W. Kitchin, M.A., formerly Censor of Christ Church. Now ready. 


Clarendon Press Series. 11 


A History of Germany and of the Empire, down to the close of the’ 
Middle Ages. By J. Bryce, B.C.L., Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford. 


A History of Germany, from the Reformation. By Adolphus W. 
Ward, M.A., Fellow of St. Peter's College, Cambridge, Professor of History, 
Owens College, Manchester. 


A History of British India. Ву S. J. Owen, M.A,, Lee's Reader in 
Law and History, Christ Church, and Teacher of Indian Law and History in the 
University of Oxford. 


A History of Greece. Dy E. A. Freeman, М.А., formerly Fellow of 
Trinity College, Oxford. 


V. LAW. 


Gaii Institutionum Juris Civilis Commentarii Quatuor; or, 
Elements of Roman Law by Gaius. With a Translation and Commentary, by 
Edward Poste, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford. 
буо. cloth, 16s. 


Elements of Law, considered with reference to principles of General 
Jurisprudence. By William Markby, M.A., Judge of the High Court of Judicature, 
Calcutta. Crown 8vo. cloth, 6s. ба. 


The Elements of Jurisprudence. By T. Erskine Holland, B.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law, and formerly Fellow of Excter College, Oxford. 


The Institutes of Justinian, edited as a recension of the Institutes of 
Gaius. By the same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 55. 


Authorities Illustrative of the History of tho English Law of 
Real Property. By Kenelm E. Digby, M.A., Vinerian Reader in Law, formerly 
Fellow of Corpus Christi College, Oxford. 


VI. PHYSICAL SCIENCE. 


Natural Philosophy. In four Volumes. Dy Sir W. Thomson, LL.D., 
D.C.L., F.R.S., Professor of Natural Philosophy, Glasgow; and P. G. Tait, M.A., 
Professor of Natural Philosophy, Edinburgh; formerly Fellows of St. Peter's 
College, Cambridge. Vol. I. 8vo. cloth, 11. 55. 


Elements of Natural Philosophy. By the same Authors; being a 
smaller Work on the same subject, and forming a complete Introduction to it, so 
far as it can be carried out with Elementary Geometry and Algebra. Part I, 8vo. 
cloth, 9s. 


Descriptive Astronomy. А Handbook for the General Reader, and 
also for Practical Observatory work. With 224 illustrations and numerous tables. 
By С. F. Chambers, Е.К.А.5., Barrister-at-Law. Demy 8vo. 836 pp., clotb, 11. 15. 


Chemistry for Students. Ву A. W. Williamson, Phil. Doc., F.R.S., 


Professor of Chemistry, University College, London. А new Edition, witb Solutions. 
Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 8s. 6d. 


A Treatise on Heat, with numerous Woodcuts and Diagrams. By 
Balfour Stewart, LL.D., F.R.S., Director of the Observatory at Kew. Second 
Edition. Ext. fcap. 8vo. cloth, 7s. 6d. 
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Forms of Animal Life. By G. Rolleston, M.D., F.R.S., Linacre 
Professor of Physiology, Oxford. Illustrated by Descriptions and Drawings of 
Dissections. Demy 8vo. cloth, 16s. 


Exercises in Practical Chemistry. By A. G. Vernon Harcourt, 
M.A., F.R.S., Senior Student of Christ Church, and Lee's Reader in Chemistry ; 
and H. G. Madan, M.A., Fellow of Queen's College, Oxford. 


Series I. Qualitative Exercises. Crown 8vo. clotb, 75. 6d. 
Series IJ. Quantitative Exercises. 
Geology of Oxford and the Valley of the Thames. By John 
Phillips, M.A., F.R.S., Professor of Geology, Oxford. буо, cloth, 215. 
Geology. Ву J. Phillips, M.A., F.R.S., Professor of Geology, Oxford. 


Mechanics. By Bartholomew Price, M.A., F.R.S., Sedleian Professor 
of Natural Philosophy, Oxford. 


Optics. By R. B. Clifton, M.A., F.R.S., Professor of Experimental 
Philosophy, Oxford ; formerly Fellow of St. John's College, Cambridge. 


Electricity. By W. Esson, M.A., F.R.S., Fellow and Mathematical 
Lecturer of Merton College, Oxford. 


Crystallography. By M. H.N. Story-Maskelyne, M.A., Professor of 
Mineralogy, Oxford; and Deputy Keeper in the Department of Minerals, British 
Museum. 

Mineralogy. By the same Author. 


Physiological Physics. By G. Griffith, M.A., Jesus College, Oxford, 
Assistant Secretary to the British Association, and Natural Science Master at 
Harrow School. 


Magnetism. 


VII. ENGLISH LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE. 


A First Reading Book. By Marie Eichens of Berlin; and edited 
by Anne J. Clough. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 4d. 


Oxford Reading Book, Part I. For Little Children. Extra fcap. 8vo. 
stiff covers, 6d. 


Oxford Reading Book, Part II. For Junior Classes. Extra fcap. 8vo. 
stiff covers, 6d. 


On the Principles of Grammar. Ву E. Thring, M.A., Head Master 
of Uppingham School. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 4s. ба. 


Grammatical Analysis, designed to serve as an Exercise and Com- 
position Book in the English Language. By E. Thring, M.A., Head Master 
of Uppingham School. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 3s. 6d. 


An English Grammar and Reading Book. For Lower Forms in 
Classical Schools. By О. W. Tancock, M.A., Assistant Master of Sherborne 
School. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 3s. 6d. 


The Philology of the English Tongue. By J. Earle, M.A., formerly 
Fellow of Oriel College, and Professor of Anglo-Saxon, Oxford. Second Edition. 
Extra feap. 8vo. cloth, 7s. 6d. 
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Specimens of Early English. A New and Revised Edition. With 
Introduction, Notes, and Glossarial Index, By R. Morris, LL.D., and W. W. 
Skeat, M.A. 

Part I. 7n the Press. 


Part II. From Robert of Gloucester to Gower (a.D. 1298 to a.D. 1393). Extra 
fcap. 8vo. cloth, 7s. 6d. 


Specimens of English Literature, from the * Ploughmans Crede' to 
the * Shepheardes Calender ' (A.D. 1394 to A.D. 1579). With Introduction, Notes, 
and Glossarial Index, by W. W. Skeat, M.A., formerly Fellow of Christ's College, 
Cambridge. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 7s. 6d. 


The Vision of William concerning Piers the Plowman, by 
William Langland. Edited, with Notes, by W. W. Skeat, M.A., formerly Fellow 
of Christ's College, Cambridge. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 4s. 6d. 


Milton. The Areopagitica, with Notes. By J. W. Hales, M.A., late 
Fellow of Christ’s College, Cambridge. Preparing. 


Typical Selections from the best English Authors from the Sixteenth 
to the Nineteenth Century, (to serve as a higher Reading Book,) with Intro- 
ductory Notices and Notes, being a contribution towards a History of English 
Literature. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 45. 6d. 


Specimens of the Scottish Language; being a Series of Annotated 
Extracts illustrative of the Literature and Philology of the Lowland Tongue from 
the Fourteenth to the Nineteenth Century. With Introduction and Glossary. 
Dy A. H. Burgess, M.A. 


See also XII, below for other English Classics. 


VIII. FRENCH LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE. 


An Etymological Dictionary of the French Language, with a 
Preface on the Principles of French Etymology. By A. Brachet. Translated 
by G. W. Kitchin, M.A., formerly Censor of Christ Church. Just ready. 


Brachet's Historical Grammar of the French Language.  Trans- 
lated into English by G. W. Kitchin, M.A., formerly Censor of Christ Church. 
A new Edition, with a full Index. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 3s. 6d. 


Corneille's Cinna, and Moliére's Les Femmes Savantes. Edited, with 
Introduction and Notes, by Gustave Masson. -Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, as. 6d. 


Racine’s Andromaque, and Corneille’s Le Menteur. With Louis ` 
Racine's Life of his Father. By the same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 2s. 6d. 


Moliére’s Les Fourberies de Scapin, and Racine’s Athalie. With 
Voltaire's Life of Molière. By the same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 25. 6d. 


Selections from the Correspondence of Madame de Sévigné and 
her chief Contemporaries. Intended more especially for Girls’ Schools. By the 
same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 35. 


Voyage autour de ma Chambre, by Xavier de Maistre; Ourika, by 
Madame de Duras; La Dot de Suzette, by Fievée ; Les Jumeaux de l'Hôtel 
-Corneille, by Edmond About; Mésaventures d'un Écolier, by Rodolphe 
Tópffer. Ву the same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 2s. 6d. 
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IX. GERMAN LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE. 
Goethe’s Egmont. With a Life of Goethe, &c. By Dr. Buchheim, 


Professor of the German Language and Literature in King’s College, London ; 
and Examiner in German to the University of London. Extra fcap. 8vo. clotb, 35. 


Schiller’s Wilhelm Tell. With a Life of Schiller; an historical and 
critical Introduction, Arguments, and a complete Commentary. Бу the same 
Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 3s. 6d. 


Lessing's Minna von Barnhelm. A Comedy. With a Life of Lessing, 
Critical Analyses, &c. By the same Editor. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 3s. 6d. 


X. ART, &c. 


A Handbook of Pictorial Art. By К. St. J. Tyrwhitt, M.A., for- 
merly Student and Tutor of Christ Church, Oxford. With coloured Illustra- 
tions, Photographs, and a chapter on Perspective by A. Macdonald. буо, balf 
morocco, 185. 


A Music Primer for the use of Schools. By J. Troutbeck, M.A., and 
К. F. Dale, M.A., B. Mus. Crown 8vo. cloth, as. 6d. Just Published. 


A Treatise on Harmony. By Sir F. A. Gore Ouseley, Bart., M.A., 


Mus. Doc., Professor of Music in the University of Oxford. 4to. clotb, 10s. 


A Treatise on Counterpoint, Canon, and Fugue, based upon that 
of Cherubini. By the same Author.  4to. cloth, 16s. 


The Cultivation of the Speaking Voico. By John Hullah. Crown 
8vo. cloth, 35. 6d. 


XI. MISCELLANEOUS. 


Outlines of Textual Criticism applied to the New Testament. By 
C. E. Hammond, M.A., Fellow and Tutor of Exeter College, Oxford. Extra 
fcap. 8vo. cloth, 35. 6d. 


A System of Physical Education: "Theoretical and Practical. By 
Archibald Maclaren, The Gymnasium, Oxford. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 7s. ба, 


The Modern Greek Language in its relation to Ancient Greek. 
By E. M. Geldart, B.A., formerly Scholar of Balliol College, Oxford. Extra fcap. 
8vo. clotb, 45. 6d. 


XII. A SERIES OF ENGLISH CLASSICS. 
Designed to meet the wants of Students in English Literature: under 
the superintendence of the Rev. J. S. Brewer, M.A., of Queen's. College, 
Oxford, and Professor of English Literature at King’s College, London. 
It is also especially hoped that this Series may prove useful to Ladies 
Schools апа Middle Class Schools; in which English Literature must 
always be a leading subject of instruction, 


A General Introduction to the Series. By Professor Brewer, M.A. 


1, Chaucer, The Prologue to the Canterbury Tales; The Knightes 
Tale; The Nonne Prestes Tale. Edited by R. Morris, Editor of * Specimens 
of Early English, &с., &c. Third Edition, Extra (сар. Svo. cloth, as. 64. 
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2. Spenser’s Faery Queene. Designed chiefly for the use of Schools. 
With Introduction, Notes, and Glossary. By G.W. Kitchin, M.A., formerly 
Censor of Christ Church. 


Book I. Fifth Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 25. 6d. 
Book II. Second Edition. Extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 2s. 6d. 


3. Hooker. Ecclesiastical Polity, Book I. Edited by R. W. Church, 
M.A., formerly Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford. Extra fcap. 8vo. clotb, 25. 


4. Shakespeare. Select Plays. Edited by W. С. Clark, M.A., Fellow 
of Trinity College, Cambridge; and W. Aldis Wright, M.A., Trinity College, 
Cambridge. 

I. The Merchant of Venice. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 1s. 
II. Richard the Second. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 15. 6d. 
III. Macbeth. Extra fcap, 8vo. stiff covers, 1s. ба, 

IV. Hamlet. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 25. 


5. Bacon. Advancement of Learning. Edited by W. Aldis Wright, M.A. 
Extra fcap. 8vo. clotb, 4s. 6d. 


6. Milton. Poems. Edited by R. C. Browne, M.A,, and Associate of 
King's College, London. Second edition. 2 vols. extra fcap. 8vo. cloth, 6s. ба. 
Also separately, Vol. I. 4s., Vol. II. 3s. 
4. Dryden. Stanzas on the Death of Oliver Cromwell; Astraea Redux ; 
Annus Mirabilis; Absalom and Achitophel; Religio Laici; The Hind and 


the Panther. Edited by W. D. Christie, M.A., Trinity College, Cambridge. Extra 
fcap. 8vo. cloth, 3s. 6d. 


8. Bunyan. Grace Abounding; The Pilgrim's Progress. Edited by 
E. Venables, M.A., Canon of Lincoln. 


9. Pope. With Introduction and Notes. By Mark Pattison, B.D., 
Rector of Lincoln College, Oxford. 


`1. Essay on Man. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, 1s. 6d. 
II. Satires and Epistles. Extra fcap. 8vo. stiff covers, as. 


10. Johnson. Rasselas; Lives of Pope and Dryden. Edited by C. Н. 
O. Daniel, M.A., Fellow and Tutor of Worcester College, Oxford. 


11. Burke. Thoughts on the Present Discontents; the two Speeches 
on America; Reflections on the French Revolution. By Edward John 
Payne, B.A., Fellow of University College, Oxford. In the Press. 


12. Cowper. The Task, and some of his minor poems. Edited by 
H. T. Griffith, M.A., Pembroke College, Oxford. 


Published for the University by 
MACMILLAN AND CO, LONDON. 


The DELEGATES OF THE PRESS invite suggestions and advice from all 
persons interested in education; and will be thankful for hints, &c. addressed 
to either the Rev. G. W. KITCHIN, St. Giles Road East, Oxford, or the 
SECRETARY TO THE DELEGATES, Clarendon Press, Oxford. 
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